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ABSTRACT 
THE MASSACHUSETTS EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 
GRANTS: HAVE THEY CONTRIBUTED TO EQUITY IN FUNDING? 
MAY 1993 
ROBERT G. JAMES, A.B., BROWN UNIVERSITY 
M.Ed., BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Patricia Anthony 
It is generally recognized that disparities both in funding and the quality 
of educational services exist among school districts throughout the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Using the property tax as the mainstay of 
educational funding can decrease educational opportunities for children from 
poorer districts. The Equal Educational Opportunity (EEO) grants program, 
introduced in 1985, was designed to equalize educational spending. The 
purpose of this study was to determine whether the Equal Educational 
Opportunity grants program has increased equity in per pupil expenditures 
since its implementation. 
This study examined all single community K-12 vocational member 
districts, and compared Fiscal 1987 and Fiscal 1991 regular day weighted per 
pupil expenditures to assess the effectiveness of the EEO grant program. The 
first phase of the study was a quantitative analysis of FY '87 and FY ’91 data, 
using statistical measurements frequently cited by school finance experts to 
determine fiscal (horizontal) equity. Both sets of data were compared to 
monitor progress over time. Additionally, the study determined the number 
of EEO communities moving closer to the state average over the time period. 
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and compared that number with the number of non-EEO communities that 
also approached the state average to describe the relative success of the EEO 
program in achieving equity (as determined by approach to the state average). 
From the statistical analysis, the researcher concluded that little, if any, 
progress toward increasing horizontal equity was achieved through the EEO 
grant program. The disparity in per pupil expenditures between low- 
spending and high-spending districts as measured by range, restricted range, 
standard deviation, and coefficient of variation increased between fiscal 1987 
and fiscal 1991. Slight, but nearly negligible, improvement was demonstrated 
by the federal range ratio and the McLoone index. 
Phase two of the project included a qualitative analysis of four selected 
communities to determine if fiscal inequities translate into educational 
opportunity inequities. Two EEO communities that spend approximately 
70% of the state per pupil average, Brockton and Sandwich, and two 
communities that spend approximately 130% of the state average, Avon and 
Belmont were described. Both EEO communities faced significant personnel 
and program reductions. The non-EEO communities were able to maintain 
smaller class sizes, a longer school day, and better library and guidance 
services. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Problem 
Equity in public school financing is an issue that has been discussed, 
litigated, and legislated since the early 1960s. Now in the 1990s, a number of 
trends have compounded the urgency of the issue in many states. Escalating 
costs of education and voter resistance to increased taxes have influenced 
states' concerns about financing public school education. The issue of equity 
as it relates to educational opportunity also has contributed questions to the 
debate about public school financing. Dwindling federal financial support of 
education and restrictive taxation at state and local levels, which have 
resulted in budget reductions and increased competition with other public 
services, have interfered with attaining the goal of providing high quality 
educational services to students (Mulkeen, 1984; James & Szachowicz, 1990). 
The solution to the ongoing controversy over whether increased 
funding for education determines the quality of education seems remote at 
best. The complexities of the existing educational system in the United States 
preclude simple solutions to the problem. Obviously, increased funding for 
education can facilitate access to better resources, however, opponents of 
increased funding cite examples where school district motivation and 
community support have overcome obstacles of antiquated or inadequate 
facilities (Wise & Gendler, 1989). Some opponents of increased funding even 
assert that there is a dearth of evidence supporting claims of a positive 
relationship between improved resources and improved student 
performance (Hanushek, 1991). 
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Proponents of increased funding for education believe that students 
attending schools where additional money is spent to provide a quality 
education demonstrate greater success on standardized tests while in school 
and increased earning potential in later life (Ferguson, 1991). Since the 
release of the Coleman Report, Equality of Educational Opportunity, in 1966, 
copious research has attempted to determine resource factors that 
significantly increase student performance and therefore the quality of 
education. General consensus from this research indicates that the primary 
determinants to improved student performance include attributes of the 
teaching staff, optimal class sizes especially in the primary grades, a task- 
oriented environment with high expectations for learning, a well-articulated 
curriculum, and a school climate that encourages the above. Although some 
who favor increased funding for education claim that students in schools 
with modern facilities, up to date texts, adequate libraries, and well paid 
faculty have improved chances to achieve than those who do not have those 
advantages, research has shown these to have less direct effect on student 
performance. 
A recent study by Ferguson (1991) implied that teacher language skills, 
teacher experience, and advanced educational preparation are important 
factors affecting the quality of education. Smaller class size (ratio 1:18), 
especially at the primary grades, also has been identified as a resource that 
enables greater student achievement (Ferguson, 1991). Because the more 
experienced, better prepared, teachers tend to be attracted to school systems 
paying higher salaries (all other resource factors being equal), a funding 
system that allows for equal allocation of teacher resources will enhance equal 
educational opportunity (Ferguson, 1991). 
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Former President Bush, in his education initiative plan, insisted that 
school choice would improve education as a whole by capitalizing on market 
factors, theoretically creating a competitive atmosphere for attracting 
students. Critics of the plan point out that such an educational initiative 
without adequate funding will channel available funds away from the public 
schools and direct them toward the private schools to which all students do 
not have access. 
In its 1991 report. Every Child a Winner: A Proposal for a Legislative 
Action Plan for Systemic Reform of Massachusetts' Public Primary and 
Secondary Education System, the Massachusetts Business Alliance for 
Education stated, "Good education relieves pressure on other social support 
systems; a weak education system stresses all other systems and services... the 
problems in public education reach far beyond school finance in scope, 
complexity and their solution or resolution" (pp. 5&8). Clearly, school 
finance reform is not the only answer to all the problems facing education 
today, however it can help equalize the opportunities offered to students. 
Statement of the Problem 
Recognizing the existence of inequity in spending by Massachusetts 
schools subsequent to the passage of Proposition 2 and 1 / 2, a legislative 
package was passed in 1985 that included, among other provisions, a vehicle 
for distributing additional state monies to school districts that spent less than 
85% of the state average per pupil expenditure. That legislation, which 
established the Equal Educational Opportunity (EEO) grants program, has 
been in place for seven years. Over the course of that time, external 
influences, such as the weakening of the economy and the reluctance of 
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taxpayers to see local property taxes escalate, seem on the surface to have 
interfered with the program’s ability to progress toward its goal of increasing 
equity and equalizing educational opportunity. A general perception exists 
that the program has been ineffective, yet the actual effectiveness of the EEO 
grants program has not been measured accurately. 
Although the EEO grants program has been an attempt to increase 
equity among Massachusetts schools, a recent study (Schwartz & Moskowitz, 
1988), ranked Massachusetts as being 41st out of 49 states on measures of 
horizontal equity - the degree to which students have equal access to 
educational resources. Recognizing this as a problem, Massachusetts 
politicians and legislators have declared, and continue to affirm, that school 
finance reform is a priority issue. They have been joined in their efforts by 
various groups and coalitions of educators and community leaders. Many in 
Massachusetts, including the governor and members of the state legislature, 
concede that education in the state of Massachusetts is not meeting the needs 
of children. The governor, William Weld, and the leadership of the 
legislature agree that there is a problem, they agree that some children in the 
state are shortchanged, and they agree that additional state funding is 
necessary to rectify the situation. Despite this agreement on the issues, they 
are unable to concur on an approach to a solution. 
All of the recently proposed reform packages will significantly change 
the present system of providing state-generated funds to school districts. Jack 
Rennie, chairman of the Massachusetts Business Alliance for Education 
(MBAE), leads a group of business leaders who have crafted and support an 
education reform package. According to the MBAE, school revenues rise 
annually at 3%, with costs rising at a 5.5% rate. The MBAE concludes that the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts should annually allocate $1.1 billion for 
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K-12 education to fully fund its foundation plan. However, the MBAE 
recommends that its plan be phased in over five years (Massachusetts 
Business Alliance for Education, 1991). In addition to an adequate 
commitment of funds by the state to offset rising costs, the MBAE plan 
recommends additional needed improvements in Massachusetts schools in 
the delivery of education to students from preschool through high school. 
In an April 16, 1992 position paper. Governor Weld indicated a 
willingness to support reform legislation, although at the same time stood 
firm on his opposition to new taxes. The governor has developed a proposal 
called MASS 2000, which outlines his suggestions for reform and includes 
increasing state financial support of education contingent on reform in other 
areas of education (e.g., repealing tenure and seniority, longer school year). 
Edward Moscovitch, a consultant to the MBAE, criticized Governor Weld's 
commitment by saying, "The $3.2 billion in new education spending 
Governor William Weld has offered over the next five years is barely enough 
to keep even with rising costs, leaving practically no new funding for pre¬ 
school, professional development or other school improvements" 
(Moscovitch, 1992). Despite his stated interest in education reform. Governor 
Weld vetoed the FY '93 budget line items that increased funding for 
education and would distribute additional funds to needy cities and towns. 
An override of the veto by the legislature ensured funding for this fiscal year 
only. 
Representative Mark Roosevelt, chairman of the Massachusetts 
Legislature's Education Committee, has been a spokesman for the Joint 
Committee on Education (JCOE), which has developed its own reform 
package. Educational groups such as the the Massachusetts Teachers 
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Association (MTA) and the Massachusetts Federation of Teachers (MFT), also 
have developed a joint proposal for education reform. 
Unlike the EEO grants program, which is a percentage or power 
equalizing program, all of the reform packages mentioned above, the MBAE 
proposal. Governor Weld's MASS 2000, the JCOE proposal, and the joint 
proposal of the MTA and MFT, call for foundation budgets. School funding 
programs in the fifty states can be classified into four types of programs: 
(a) flat grant programs, (b) foundation programs, (c) percentage or power 
equalizing or guaranteed tax base programs (these programs have some 
differences, but in general are mathematically the same [Garms, Guthrie, & 
Pierce, 1978, pp. 194-9]), and, (d) full state funding. Foundation programs 
establish a basic per pupil guarantee, determine what a property tax will raise 
based on property wealth, and contribute to the local education agency the 
difference between the guarantee and what can be raised by property tax. By 
this method, property poor districts receive greater state aid than property 
wealthy districts. 
The Massachusetts Association of Town Finance Committees (ATFC), 
in its newsletter dated March, 1992, described education reform as follows: 
At the opening of the 1992 legislative session, there was consensus, 
among the Governor, the General Court, advocates as well as the body 
politic that the Educational Train was racing down the track. There was 
further consensus that the train was gathering speed at an alarming rate. 
The train represents the need for radical overhaul of the public education 
system in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Herein lies the end of 
the consensus. After months of research, task forces, committees and 
subcommittees conducted by all interested parties, three prominent 
versions of educational reform legislation have emerged [Mass 2000, the 
JCOE proposal, and the MBAE plan].... The educational reform debate is 
still very much a fluid process, subject to change upon change in both 
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school and financial issues. At this newsletter's press time, the serious 
and potentially devastating stalemate over the funding provision to 
implement real educational reform continues to rage. (pp. 2-3) 
Possibly contributing to this stalemate is an incomplete understanding of 
what approaches have and have not worked previously in the State of 
Massachusetts. Despite creative suggestions to address fiscal reform, 
meaningful, lasting, reform can occur only when it is based on past 
experience with successful and unsuccessful approaches. Before commencing 
a finance reform package, the existing method of financing, via the EEO 
grants supplemental funding, needs to be fully analyzed. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to determine whether or not the Equal 
Educational Opportunity grants (EEO grants) have increased the level of 
funding equity in Massachusetts school districts. The study will look at 
Massachusetts K-12 vocational member school districts to determine if the 
EEO grants have resulted in greater expenditure equity. This study will 
attempt to define the issues related to school funding in Massachusetts and to 
analyze the issue of equity for Massachusetts students. For example, do 
students in Brockton and Sandwich, communities that have low per pupil 
expenditures, have the same educational opportunities that students in Avon 
and Belmont have? 
First implemented in 1986, the EEO grants were calculated according to 
a formula established by the Massachusetts legislature and administered by 
the Massachusetts Department of Education, which provided for school 
districts spending less than 85% of the average cost per weighted full time 
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equivalent (WFTE) pupil to receive one-sixth of the difference between the 
actual cost per pupil and 85% of the state per pupil cost. In order to receive 
EEO grant monies, eligible cities and towns must also commit to a budgetary 
maintenance of effort, which requires an increase in spending each year on 
direct services (James & Szachowicz, 1990). Direct services are generally 
identified as the accounts related to instruction, and exclude expenditures for 
administration, transportation, athletics, maintenance, and capital 
improvements. 
Because the Equal Educational Opportunity grants program is the largest 
funding piece in the Public School Improvement Act of 1985, it is critical to 
examine the effectiveness of the EEO grants program. The fundamental 
question is whether the EEO program established under Chapter 188 has been 
effective in improving expenditure equity among school districts throughout 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 
With the deterioration of the state's fiscal picture, beginning 
approximately in fiscal 1989, and the resulting deep cuts to local aid, the EEO 
grants were not increased as originally intended, again raising grave concerns 
about equity. 
Research Questions 
The major research question to be answered by this study is: 
What effect has the Chapter 188 Equal Educational Opportunity grants 
program had in achieving horizontal equity and equal educational 
opportunity for Massachusetts students? 
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The minor research questions are as follows: 
1. Has the disparity in per pupil expenditures between low spending 
and high spending communities in Massachusetts decreased from 1987 to 
1991? 
2. Have the per pupil expenditures of EEO grant eligible communities 
moved closer to the state average in 1991 than they were in 1987? 
3. Has there been an increase in expenditure equity between 
communities spending below the state average in 1987 but not eligible for 
EEO grants and those who received EEO grant money? 
4. Has there been an increase in the number of communities in 
Massachusetts that have become eligible for EEO grants during the period 
between 1987 and 1991? 
5. Is there a difference in the availability of educational resources 
between selected EEO grant communities and selected non-EEO grant 
communities? 
6. What, if any, types of educational services are unavailable or 
reduced in scope to students of selected EEO communities as compared with 
selected non-EEO communities? 
7. Are factors identified as contributing to effective student 
performance (e.g., teacher education and experience, class size, time spent on 
task) as available to students in selected EEO communities as compared with 
those at selected non-EEO communities? 
Significance of the Study 
As the legislature debates the issue of education reform, the governor 
recommends proposals to improve education, and various interest groups 
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provide input, confusion and dissension impede progress toward a solution 
that will bring true equal educational opportunity to Massachusetts’ children. 
Reactivation of a court case that has been in abeyance since the passage of the 
Public School Improvement Act of 1985 is one indicator that inequities 
remain unaddressed. A stalemate, resulting after over a year of discussion 
and debate and caused partly by an inability to decide which funding approach 
will achieve the desired effect, prevents the Commonwealth's progress 
toward true education reform. 
In 1985, the Massachusetts legislature did attempt to provide additional 
school aid to districts that spent less than 85% of the state per pupil average 
on instruction. This Equal Educational Opportunity grants program was 
designed to equalize educational spending. In 1993, it is generally recognized 
that disparities still exist in funding and in the quality of educational services 
among school districts. Because the bulk of education funding depends on 
the property tax, educational spending has been tied to the relative wealth of 
communities, potentially penalizing children from poorer districts. 
Although there is general consensus that that the EEO grants program has not 
worked, its effectiveness has not been accurately measured. Before 
meaningful reform can proceed in Massachusetts, it is necessary to examine 
closely what has and has not been effective in the past. This study will 
examine the Equal Educational Opportunity grant program's effect on the 
achievement of fiscal equity in Massachusetts K-12 vocational member 
districts. It is also the purpose of this study to focus on equal access to quality 
educational services. 
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Definition of Terms 
Terms used in this study are defined as follows: 
Direct cost - the portion of per pupil expenditure used for instruction, 
attendance, health, food services, fixed charges, and tuition. Expenditures for 
administration, athletics, maintenance, utilities, etc. are excluded from direct 
cost. 
Weighted Full Time Equivalent (WFTE) - equals the number of full-time 
equivalent pupils enrolled in regular day, special education, vocational, or 
bilingual programs times a pupil weight cost factor. For weighting purposes 
in the EEO grant program, a regular student is counted as 1.00, as is a student 
in a vocational school; a student in a bilingual education program is counted 
as 2.00; an occupational education student is counted as 2.00; a special 
education student is counted as 4.00; and there is an additional weight of 1.00 
for every student, regardless of program, who is determined to be from a low 
income family. 
Cost per weighted membership - direct cost divided by the average number of 
students where students are assigned a pupil weight cost factor. 
Per pupil expenditure - the amount equal to a district's total operating costs 
divided by average pupil membership. 
State aid to education - the sum of monetary assistance distributed to school 
districts under the Chapter 70 school aid formula. 
Equal Educational Opportunity grants - a portion of the Public School 
Improvement Act of 1985, which amended Chapter 70 to provide additional 
state aid to school districts that spend less than 85% of the average cost per 
weighted full time equivalent pupil. 
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Maintenance of effort - a requirement of the EEO grant program that 
mandates an increase in community spending each year on direct services. 
Direct services - instructional services in education including the cost of 
teachers, textbooks, instructional supplies, attendance, health services, fixed 
charges, and food services. Items that are not direct services are the costs of 
administration, athletic and student activities, plant operation and 
maintenance, capital expenditures, transportation, and food. 
Limitations of the Study 
The findings of this study are intended to provide additional 
information concerning equity in expenditures in the public schools of 
Massachusetts. The study sample will be limited to K-12 school districts in 
Massachusetts that serve a single city or town and have membership in a 
regional vocational school district. The results of this study may not be 
applicable to districts other than K-12 vocational member districts (e.g., those 
having their own vocational school, districts that are regional school 
districts). 
A factor beyond the control of this study is the effect the depressed 
economy has exerted on the willingness of local communities to raise taxes 
through overrides to support education. Additionally, analysis of 
comparisons of communities' educational resources is limited because of 
community decision-making relative to educational priorities. Decisions by 
communities as to what is important to offer to students do not necessarily 
reflect research regarding factors that positively affect education, nor do 
priorities in one community necessarily reflect priorities in another. 
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The investigation will be limited further by the ability and willingness 
of interview respondents to report their perceptions accurately. The 
descriptive portion of the study is subject to the limitations of qualitative 
research. 
Outline of the Study 
Chapter I includes an introduction to the problem, background 
information, a statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, the 
significance of the study, definition of terms, and an outline of the chapters of 
the proposed study. Chapter II presents a review of the related literature. 
Chapter III describes the research design and the methods used for collecting 
and organizing data. Chapter IV reports the findings and analyzes and 
displays the data. Chapter V discusses conclusions and recommendations. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter will be to review and analyze the literature 
on equity in educational expenditures. Its central theme will be 
Massachusetts and the effect of the EEO grant program on achieving equity7. 
In order to understand what is happening in Massachusetts, however, this 
chapter will examine pertinent research and legislative action from selected 
other states, that is recent and significant or has bearing on the situation in 
Massachusetts. 
For the purposes of this proposal, the term per pupil costs and per 
pupil expenditures are used interchangeably. Obviously, other equity issues, 
for example pupil teacher ratios or denial of educational opportunities 
because of a student’s poor socio-economic status, raised by the finance 
experts are critically important and must not be ignored in a comprehensive 
evaluation of the EEO grant program. However, because the design of the 
EEO grant program is based on per pupil expenditures across Massachusetts, it 
is logical to begin an analysis of the program by examining EEO in relation to 
expenditure equity. 
Equity in Massachusetts 
Compared to other states, Massachusetts is considered to be a low 
horizontal equity state. Horizontal equity is determined by the degree to 
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which students have equal access to educational resources. Standard tests 
used to measure horizontal equity include: 
Range - the difference between the highest and lowest per pupil 
revenues in the state 
Restricted Range - the difference between the per pupil revenues at 
selected percentiles, for example, the fifth and ninety-fifth (as restricted 
range decreases, equity increases) 
Simple Correlation - indicates the relationship between property 
wealth and per pupil expenditure (a positive correlation indicates 
decreased equity) 
Federal Range Ratio (FRR) - the difference between revenues at the 
95th and 5th percentiles divided by the value at the 5th ( as federal 
range ratio decreases, equity increases) 
Coefficient of Variation (CV) -the standard deviation divided by the 
mean ( as the CV decreases, equity increases) 
McLoone Index - measures the equity of the lower half of the 
distribution only, and is expressed as a ratio of the actual revenue of all 
pupils below the median to the total revenue these pupils would 
receive if they were at the median (as the McLoone index increases, 
equity for the lower half of the distribution increases) (Verstegen & 
Salmon, 1989, pp.208-9). 
In a study by Schwartz and Moskowitz (1988), Massachusetts ranked 
41st out of 49 on measures of horizontal equity. Three statistical operations 
were performed on two measures of horizontal equity: (a) per pupil 
operating expenditures, and (b) student-teacher ratios. Rankings for measures 
of horizontal equity of per pupil operating expenditures indicate that 
Massachusetts ranks 43rd for the federal range ratio, 42nd for the coefficient of 
variation, and 35th for the McLoone index. Rankings of horizontal equity for 
student-teacher ratio reveal that Massachusetts ranks 44th for the federal 
range ratio, 37th for the coefficient of variation, and 47th for the McLoone 
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index. Averaging the six scores obtained, Massachusetts ranks 41st out of 49 
(because of the nature of its funding, Hawaii was not included) in horizontal 
equity. Conclusions derived from these results, suggest that Massachusetts 
ranks relatively lower than other states on horizontal equity issues. 
In 1990-1, the lowest spending district in Massachusetts, Leyden, spent 
$2391 per pupil while the second highest spending district, Dover-Sherborn, 
spent $9108 per pupil (exceeded only by Gosnold, a one student school 
district). The state average for regular day per pupil expenditures was $4161 
(Massachusetts Department of Education, 1992). The Equal Educational 
Opportunity (EEO) grant program established as Chapter 70A in Chapter 188 
of the Acts of 1985 was intended to increase per pupil expenditures in districts 
where weighted per pupil expenditures are below 85% of the state average. It 
is unclear if the EEO grants to eligible Massachusetts Public Schools have 
improved equity in funding education in Massachusetts since their 
introduction in 1986. James and Szachowicz (1990), in a review of the 
Massachusetts EEO grant program, stated that the "economic health of the 
state is a critical variable in equalizing spending discrepancies among 
districts" (p. 23). 
Massachusetts is at a critical period in its support for public education. 
The tax limitations of Proposition 2 and 1/2 have inhibited communities 
from raising funds to adequately support growing student populations. As 
the state government attempts to solve its fiscal crisis by further reducing 
financial support to communities, education officials helplessly watch the 
dismantling of school systems and the exodus of the wealthier students out of 
public education and into private schools. It becomes imperative at this time 
to look at the type of assistance Massachusetts has provided in its attempt to 
progress toward equity. Has the EEO grant program been successful, or is it 
17 
time for Massachusetts to explore alternative methods for supporting 
education for all students? 
Background and Significance 
A clear definition of equity is essential to understanding any historical 
background. In the nineteenth century, equal educational opportunity was 
defined as "access to the common school" (Rossmiller, 1987). Leaders such as 
Thomas Jefferson and Horace Mann advocated for tax-supported public 
schools. When, by the beginning of the twentieth century, access to schooling 
became a reality for most children, the definition of equity evolved into a 
more complex and complicated concept. In addition to free, easily accessible, 
schooling, this expanded concept of equity would dictate that educational 
programs meet "minimum standards", which implied equality as to the 
amount of money spent (Rossmiller, 1987). Viewed as equality of educational 
opportunity, the practical definition of equity today frequently is restricted to 
providing enough money for equal access to comparable programs for 
students, while allowing for differing student needs and the costs for 
providing educational services based on those needs (Guthrie, Garms, & 
Pierce, 1988; James & Szachowicz, 1990). 
Various definitions of equity have been developed. For example, 
Stevens (1989) defines the following aspects of equity: 
Horizontal equity - the degree to which the finance system provides 
equal revenues to all students 
Vertical equity - a recognition of unequal costs due to special needs of 
students and cost differentials to school districts 
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Fiscal neutrality - the extent to which a state s finance system provides 
equal revenues for an equal tax effort 
Adequacy - refers to adequate funding for programs in all districts 
Taxpayer equity - how evenly the tax burden for financing public 
education is distributed (p. 270) 
Reporting on progress in Maryland's school finance system, Williams 
(1983) defines two types of equity: 
Expenditure equity - refers to the degree of disparity in revenues spent 
per pupil among school districts; the smaller the disparity, the more 
equitable the solution 
Wealth neutrality - refers to the degree to which expenditures per 
pupil are determined by variations in wealth; the less that 
expenditures are determined by the wealth of a community, the more 
equitable the situation (p. 100) 
Rossmiller (1987) implied that "third generation equity issues" have 
expanded the concept of equity beyond money to the broader issue of equal 
educational opportunity. These third generation issues would encompass not 
only such issues as the effective utilization of time in school, the quality and 
educational preparation of faculty, and content of the curriculum, but also the 
important issue of equal outcomes, a very difficult concept to define or to 
measure. 
Although equity is rather easily defined, achieving equity has been 
difficult, and, although progress toward equity is improving, few would argue 
that true equity has been accomplished (Rossmiller, 1987). Three factors 
contribute to achieving an equitable educational program: wealth 
equalization, need equalization, and cost equalization (Guthrie et al., 1988). 
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Community wealth greatly influences the quality of education because 
the property tax often constitutes the financial basis for funding schools. 
Communities with higher property values and thus lower tax rates (property- 
rich communities) can actually finance a better education than communities 
with lower property values but higher tax rates (property-poor communities). 
Wealth equalization provides financial assistance to communities through a 
variety of schemes to ameliorate the inequity inherent in funding education 
based on property wealth. Wealth equalization is accomplished through flat 
grants, percentage or power equalizing, or establishing a guaranteed tax base 
(Guthrie et al., 1988). 
Need equalization improves equity by addressing the varying 
educational needs of students, which often require costly programs and 
specialized teaching strategies. Examples of optional strategies that address 
need equalization include entitlement schemes for special students based 
upon weighting these students according to a formula, or reimbursement 
schemes that compensate local school districts for the actual cost of providing 
for children with special needs (Guthrie et al., 1988). 
Because costs of particular sendees such as transportation, supplies, or 
teacher salaries, can differ greatly among districts, cost equalizing schemes 
provide assistance so that, for example, isolated rural districts or urban centers 
with high costs-of -living will not be unfairly penalized (Guthrie et al., 1988). 
General Trends 
The past several decades have witnessed a trend for states to assume a 
greater financial responsibility for education. In 1945-6, the average local 
district provided nearly 64% of school funding, the average state 
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approximately 35%, and the federal government approximately 1% (Salmon, 
1987). By 1975-6, those figures had shifted to reflect an average local 
contribution of 47%, an average state contribution of 45%, and a federal 
contribution of 9%. By 1986-7, the local contribution had dropped to 44%, the 
average state contribution increased to 50%, and the federal government 
contributed nearly 6% to education (Salmon, 1987). In September, 1991, the 
National Education Association (1991) reported virtually the same 
contributions, an average local contribution of 44.5%, an average state 
contribution of 49.3%, and a federal contribution of 6.2%. This shift toward 
state responsibility has raised equity issues in education because a state s 
ability to pay is a critical variable, and because the state funding formulas 
have developed disparities of outcomes. Consequently, the financial 
condition of the state in which a student resides is a critical factor in the 
quality of education received (Omstein, 1988). 
A second trend further crippling educational funding was the tax 
revolt that swept the nation in the 1970's and early 1980's, which compelled 
states, by enacted legislation, to reduce taxes. According to a 1986 Gallup poll, 
43 states had, by 1987, imposed some type of property tax limitations (Gallup, 
1986). When Gallup asked respondents whether they would raise taxes for 
public schools, 45% said yes, 46% said no, and 9% were unsure (Gallup, 1986). 
A third trend, which has been very important recently in its adverse 
effects on educational funding, is the current national recession. The 
National Education Association (1991) acknowledged that state governments 
are the largest source of funding for the public schools. Since many states rely 
on the sales tax and personal and corporate income tax for revenues, and 
since the recession has negatively affected those revenues, the public schools 
suffer (NEA Today. 1991). "Two years ago, the President of the United States 
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and the nation's governors met . . . and jointly pronounced education as the 
key to America's future. Now, America's schools are opening to widespread 
cutbacks and salary freezes, layoffs and austerity budgets” (p. 5). The Boston 
Sunday Globe (1991) devoted an issue of its "Learning" section to "Feeling 
the Pinch", describing how the recession has hurt the public schools in the 
Boston suburbs. 
A decline in federal commitment to education, a lessening state 
commitment in Massachusetts, and anti-tax initiatives at state and local 
levels have combined to present school systems with the difficult task of 
providing educational services in an atmosphere calling for budget cuts. 
Costs of education have outrun the available revenues. Shein (1991) reports 
that the budget cuts approved by the Massachusetts legislature and the 
governor have reduced education spending for grades K-12 by 20%. Shein 
quotes a Massachusetts Teacher's Association official, Stephen Wollmer, who 
said that Massachusetts now ranks 49th among the states in fiscal support for 
public education. When asked what the Massachusetts public schools need, 
Harold Raynolds Jr. (1991), Commissioner of Education for Massachusetts 
from 1986 to 1991, responded: "First of all they need more funding, so they 
can get out of the hole they've been shoved into by Proposition 2 and 1/2 and 
reductions in state aid" (p. 1). Proposition 2 and 1/2 established property tax 
limits for Massachusetts communities in 1981. State aid to Massachusetts 
communities increased from 1981 to 1988 according to Robert Blumenthal, a 
Massachusetts Department of Education attorney representing the Board of 
Education in the McDuffy v. Robertson case (1991). However, the recession 
has reduced that state aid and left it up to the local communities to determine 
the level of funding for schools. Coakley (1991) interviewed a number of 
school officials and concluded that communities are reluctant to override 
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Proposition 2 and 1/2 and as a result, school committees have been forced "to 
adopt budgets far smaller than what is necessary to maintain the same 
services from one year to the next" (p. 21). 
Equity Issues Nationally 
There are fifty states, fifty state constitutions, and fifty individual 
funding arrangements for public school education. Funding programs in the 
fifty states can be divided into four types of programs: (a) flat grant programs, 
(b) foundation programs, (c) percentage or power equalizing or guaranteed tax 
base programs, and (d) full state funding. 
With flat grant programs, states generally pay a flat grant per pupil. A 
variety of arguments have been developed for and against flat grants. Johns, 
Morphet, and Alexander (1983) state that it is inaccurate to conclude that flat 
grants do not equalize. Flat grants may have an equalizing impact when the 
size of the grant is large in relationship to the contribution of local funds. 
According to Johns et al., (1983), full state funding is defined as a flat grant 
program that provides full equalization. The basic arguments against flat 
grant programs are that they are not efficient and that they reduce equity. "It 
is highly inefficient for states to try to equalize their education programs by 
heaping flat grants on school districts which already have substantially more 
resources than other districts in the state" (p. 243). According to Salmon, 
Dawson, Lawton, and Johns (1988), five states use flat grants as the major 
source of grants to local districts. Other states use flat grants to supplement 
the basic state finance funding formula. 
Foundation programs establish a basic per pupil guarantee, determine 
what a property tax will raise based on property wealth, and contribute to the 
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local education agency the difference between the guarantee and what can be 
raised by property tax. By this method, property poor districts receive greater 
state aid than property wealthy districts. Thirty states distribute state aid using 
foundation grants (Salmon, et al., 1988). Johns et al., (1983) state that "only a 
few states have thus far developed a comprehensive foundation program 
plan. A comprehensive foundation program has decided advantages, if 
properly developed, over a partial or special purpose foundation program" 
(p. 247). The authors conclude that some foundation programs are 
unsatisfactory in scope and others are unsatisfactory in the appropriateness of 
the level of financial support. 
Massachusetts partially uses foundation grants for funding education. 
The Massachusetts program does not require a minimal fiscal effort by the 
local school district (Salmon, et al., 1988). Twenty-two of the 30 foundation 
program states do. 
The percentage or power equalizing program, or guaranteed tax base 
program, lets the local community determine how large its budget will be and 
then the state pays a share of that budget based on a district's aid ratio. 
Programs described as percentage equalizing, power equalizing, or guaranteed 
tax base are designed to support a philosophy that the money for schools 
should be divided such that each student has equal access and that school 
districts have local control (Guthrie et al., 1988). According to Salmon et al., 
(1988), there are two types of percentage equalizing programs, but that both 
types use a variation of a formula that establishes the ratio of state aid as equal 
to one, minus the fiscal capacity of the district, divided by the fiscal capacity of 
the state, times a constant selected by the state. (In addition to being a 
foundation program state, Massachusetts uses percentage equalizing [Johns et 
al., 1983].) Where the state establishes per pupil expenditure levels, the 
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program can be described as percentage equalizing. Where local school 
districts have greater powers to determine a per pupil expenditure level and 
rely on the state to support that level, the program can be described as a power 
equalizing program. Guaranteed tax base programs assure all local districts of 
a certain revenue yield for each unit (mill) of local tax effort. That revenue 
yield compensates districts with low per pupil assessments from state 
guaranteed funds. According to Johns et al., (1983), the percentage or power 
equalizing or guaranteed tax base programs, while supported by adherents of 
equal access, have not been generally supported by state legislatures because 
state appropriations are dependent upon local determinations of tax effort for 
schools and that "such uncertainty makes legislatures uncomfortable in tight 
budgetary periods, which is most of the time" (p. 255). Eleven states are 
classified as using the percentage or power equalizing or guaranteed tax base 
programs (Salmon et al., 1988). 
Full state funding provides total expenditure equity within a state. 
Hawaii is the only state to totally adopt full state funding. Three other states, 
California, New Mexico, and Washington had established (by 1986-7) models 
that approximated full state funding (Salmon et al., 1988). 
There has been very little research to compare equity issues nationally. 
There are, however, two studies of significance worth describing. 
Equity Comparison of Regions 
Salmon, in 1987, summarized statistical data comparing equity of 
different regions within the United States. His study is a summary, rather 
than a statistical study, but is useful for comparison purposes. Although the 
general trend over the past several decades is for states to assume a greater 
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responsibility for fiscal support for education, this has not been consistent 
throughout all regions of the United States. For example, for some states the 
shift of the financial burden has moved out of the localities and onto the 
state, while in other states this shift has been negligible. In addition, there is 
some confusion as to what constitutes state support as opposed to local 
support because there are real differences among the states for determining 
what comprises state revenues. 
In Table 1 of his study, Salmon presents the percentages of state, 
federal, and local revenue support for education by region during three 
selected time periods, 1975-6, 1980-1, and 1986-7. In New England, state 
support increased from 25.9% to 40.7% over the entire time span (1975-1987), 
while local support decreased from 69.6% to 54.2%. Federal support increased 
from 4.5% to 6.6% from 1975-1980, but then decreased to 5.1% from 1981-1987. 
The most dramatic shift from local financing to state financing came in the 
far west, followed by New England. However, according to this data. New 
England states rely more heavily on the property tax as a percentage of 
educational funding than any other region of the country. According to 
Salmon, the trend in most regions of the country has been to improve per 
capita spending and thus increase tax effort to fund education over the ten 
year period, however, these statistics are subject to variations in economic 
trends in the regions and therefore this conclusion is weak. 
Salmon concludes that the trend has been for states to assume greater 
responsibility for educational funding, but this trend may be due more to 
reduced federal funding rather than a sincere effort for states to equalize 
funding opportunities. In addition, state support for education varies widely 
according to the fiscal health of the state at a given time. However, fiscal 
litigation, which has occurred recently in many states, may force states to 
26 
make some "dramatic increases in state fiscal support" (p. 559). Although 
many states have increased support for education through use of flat grants 
for categorical programs, most state support is by equalization formula. Some 
states have employed small categorical aid programs. The methodology of 
this survey appears weak and the conclusions are too broad to be useful, 
because of the wide variation within states of each region. 
Equity Comparison of States 
Schwartz and Moskowitz (1988), in their article on fiscal equity in the 
United States, provide a more thorough application to this study. Their 
research study compares the states with respect to several basic equity issues. 
The major focus is on horizontal equity, which examines whether students 
receive equal amounts of resources, and equal opportunity, which looks at 
whether the distribution of resources is independent of school district wealth. 
As previously described, two "resource variables", (a) per pupil operating 
expenditures including per pupil revenues by state , local, and federal means, 
and (b) teacher-student ratio, are tested by several statistical measures. 
Differences between districts relative to equal opportunity are examined using 
factors of median family income, poverty concentration, and property 
wealth. 
Generally, the authors found that states that rank high on operating 
expenditure equity also rank high on teacher-student ratio equity and vice 
versa. Inconsistencies in this conclusion may result from local options to be 
teacher intensive versus equipment intensive, the method of state funding 
(e.g., operating expenses in general, teacher salary schedules, numbers of 
pupils in the district), geographic density of students, and inability to adjust 
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for variations in costs of providing services. When looking at the high and 
low equity states, it can be seen that in the high equity states, the average state 
contribution to the total educational funding is 58% and no state in this group 
contributes less than 50%. In the low equity states, the states' support 
averages 44% with no state contributing more than 50%. As previously 
stated, Massachusetts was ranked one of the lowest of the states in measures 
of horizontal equity. Interestingly, on the average/'consistently high equity 
states have lower teacher salaries, lower per pupil expenditures, and higher 
poverty concentrations than consistently low equity states" (p. 14). 
According to the data detailed on equal opportunity, states vary. For 
example, many states tend toward wealth neutrality (distribution of resources 
is not based on relative local wealth). Some states show a negative 
correlation between wealth and distribution of resources, that is, that greater 
resources are distributed to less affluent communities. 
Schwartz and Moskowitz included tables that rank the states according 
to their degree of equal opportunity. When comparing states relative to 
median family income and per pupil operating expenditures, Massachusetts 
is ranked 29th of 49, indicating a positive correlation between family income 
and expenditures, and therefore decreased equal opportunity. Comparing 
median family income with student-teacher ratio, another indicator of equal 
opportunity, Massachusetts is ranked 37th, meaning that compared with 
other states, student-teacher ratios are better in areas of higher median 
income, and therefore Massachusetts is ranked lower than many other states 
in equal opportunity. A third indicator of equal opportunity is property 
wealth as it relates to per pupil expenditures and teacher-pupil ratios. In 
measuring the correlation between property wealth and per pupil 
expenditures, Massachusetts tied for 29th out of 49, with a positive correlation 
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between property wealth and per pupil expenditures indicating decreased 
equity. Massachusetts ranked slightly better for property wealth as relates to 
student-teacher ratio. 
Finally, Schwartz and Moskowitz examined the effects of various 
revenue sources (local, state, federal) on equal educational opportunity. They 
concluded that states such as Massachusetts that rely heavily on local 
revenues to fund schools are not highly ranked in measures of equity. 
Equity Issues Affecting Urban School Districts 
Another researcher. Ward (1987), identified equity issues that affect 
urban school districts. Financial crises in urban school districts are 
commonplace because large urban school districts provide schooling for a 
large proportion of minority children, children living in poverty, and 
children with special needs. Complicating this is the poor financial condition 
of many urban school districts, raising questions about educational equity for 
these children. (It can be noted that a June, 1990 decision of the Supreme 
Court of New Jersey,Abbott v. Burke, declared the Public School Education 
Act unconstitutional "as applied to poorer urban school districts and had to be 
amended to assure funding of education in poorer districts at the level of 
property-rich districts" [p. 359].) 
Ward's quantitative study examined factors in urban school districts 
that might be associated with poor financial condition, and focused 
particularly on those that could be changed. Conclusions of the study contend 
that large city school districts in poor financial condition tend to be those 
with: "1. a weak economic base and low fiscal capacity, 2. a high level of 
noneducation spending by the city government, 3. an unstable employment 
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base, 4. high levels of debts and debt service requirements, 5. high levels of 
non-instructional spending, and 6. with a high proportion of Black and 
Hispanic students" (pp. 45-6). 
Communities with low bond ratings (an indicator of poor financial 
condition) tend to be communities with a high percentage of housing that 
was built prior to 1940. Because the highest correlation is between low bond 
ratings and the percentage of housing built before 1940, city schools have 
decreased capacity to raise revenues through the property tax. This is evident 
because older housing is usually valued lower than newer housing, thus 
generating decreased property wealth. Other strong correlations between city 
school districts and their ability to raise revenues to fund education include 
the number of residents that lack college education, low median family 
incomes with low potential for growth, and lower employment in areas that 
fluctuate less with the economy. 
Suggested approaches (Ward, 1987) include instituting better state 
school financing policies, including subsidizing the fiscal base deficiencies of 
urban school districts, relieving municipal fiscal overburden, assisting with 
reorganizing debt obligations, and compensating for the costs of educating 
poor children. 
Education Reform and Equity Issues 
Odden (1986) identifies an education reform movement that began in 
approximately 1980 and created a series of new issues for educational finance 
reformers. Prior to 1980, the issue was how to equitably fund education in 
general. After 1980, equitably funding education was one issue, while 
improving its quality was another, but related, issue. Odden discussed a series 
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of new research directions for school finance issues that address the concern 
of how to finance education to improve its quality. Odden included a 
" section identifying research topics that link traditional school finance issues 
to the funding of education reforms" (p. 49). Changes in the economy, the 
role of government (federal, state, and local), and in education itself have 
propelled new financial issues into the educational forefront. Not only is 
education concerned with fiscal equity, but more specifically with issues such 
as program cost, program effectiveness, and allocation and use of funds. 
Odden suggested research designs directed toward examining the financial 
impact of recently enacted reform programs and organized around five new 
areas of school finance: 
1. Distribution of reform dollars to and use of reform dollars by local 
districts 
2. Allocation and use of resources in effective schools 
3. Costs of education reform programs, 
4. Relationship between costs and impacts of reform programs 
5. Relationship between costs and effects of alternative strategies for 
reaching reform objectives (p. 55) 
Equity Issues in States Other than Massachusetts 
In many states, school equity issues have resulted in litigation and 
subsequent new legislation to address these issues. In some states, 
educational expenditure has been addressed in varying degrees by legislation, 
although equity is not always the focus nor the result of such legislation 
(Sparkman, 1983). Florida, for instance, instituted the Florida Education 
Finance Program (FEFP) to equalize educational opportunity. Statistical 
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analysis conducted by Alexander and Shiver (1983), however, did not support 
the view that Florida's method of financing education has achieved any 
greater degree of equity since FEFP was initiated. 
Virginia 
Some of the best quantitative research has been conducted by Verstegen 
who has studied equity issues in both Virginia and Texas. Verstegen and 
Salmon, looking at equity in school finance in Virginia (1989), asked 
whether or not Virginia has been able to reach its goal of increasing school 
finance equity under its restructured education finance formula enacted in 
1988, which sought to decrease disparity between school systems of differing 
affluence. The research questions investigated in this study included: 
(a) determining whether the new formula made the distribution of per-pupil 
revenue for public education more equal, and (b) whether the relationship 
between local school districts' wealth and education spending diminished. 
Numerous statistical analyses designed to measure equity were 
performed on the data and these included the standard tests of equity 
previously described - range, restricted range, federal range ratio, coefficient 
of variation, McLoone Index, and simple correlation. In addition, the 
following statistical measures were used: 
Gini index - indicates how far the distribution of revenue is from 
providing each proportion of pupils with equal proportions of revenue 
with absolute fiscal equity (as the Gini decreases, equity increases) 
Theil index - overall measure of variation in resource distribution 
across all observations (as the Theil index decreases, equity increases) 
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Atkinson index - converts a distribution of per pupil objects to a single 
number that reflects the total welfare of the distribution and better 
examines the welfare of the lower end of the distribution (as the 
Atkinson increases, equity increases) (p.209). 
Other statistical procedures were used to expand the data: regression 
(percentage of variation in per pupil total state and local revenues by per 
pupil ability to pay), slope (the absolute value of the magnitude of the 
relationship between the ability to pay and the revenue for education), 
elasticity (a percentage measure similar to slope), and deciles (determine more 
precisely the shape of the revenue distribution). 
Careful determination of variations in specific costs associated with per 
pupil expenditures were taken into consideration to be included or excluded 
from the study, for example variations in the purchasing power of the dollar 
among school districts in various parts of the state, or accepting the fact that 
purchase of special education services were more expensive than regular 
education services. As a result of prior court rulings on measuring 
educational equity and prior research, it was decided to generally exclude state 
categorical funding (as for special needs students) as part of the revenue 
variable. The revenue variable for the 1987-8 school year was based on basic 
aid, transitional personnel allotment, fringe benefits, sales and use tax, and 
estimated local funds minus pupil transportation in basic aid. As compared 
with 1987-8, the 1988-9 (post reform) revenue variable included basic aid, sales 
tax, duty-free lunch, estimated local funding, and fringe benefits minus pupil 
transportation in basic aid, and additional personnel necessary to meet the 
state quality requirements (now included in the new finance system). Some 
adjustments to the revenue variable were made as necessary to adjust for 
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variation in costs or pupil need. Revenues attributed to debt service or capital 
outlay were discounted. 
Results of this study indicated that Virginia’s new system of funding 
education exacerbated educational funding discrepancies, rather than 
minimized them, between less and more affluent localities. The measures of 
the extremes, that is the top and the bottom of the revenue scale, by range, 
restricted range and ratio indicated that the difference between per pupil 
revenues top and bottom widened from 1987-8 to 1988-8. The coefficient of 
variation, Gini index and Theil index, which look at all observations related 
to revenues, also indicated that the disparity was increasing and therefore 
there was less equity. Tests measuring equity at the lower end of the 
distribution scale all also indicated decreased equity. By ranking per pupil 
revenue of each locality from lowest to highest, it could be seen that funding 
for localities that had the least amount of revenue for education in 1987-8 
showed decreased per pupil revenue for 1988-9, and localities that had the 
most funding for education had increased funding in 1988-9, thus increasing 
the disparity. 
Statistical measurements of wealth neutrality in this study 
(correlations, regressions, slopes and elasticity) indicated that the relationship 
between a community's wealth and per pupil revenue prior to the funding 
change was moderately strong. Subsequent to the funding change, the 
relationship became unacceptably stronger. 
The study concludes that subsequent to the funding formula change in 
the State of Virginia "the data suggest that the quality of education a 
youngster receives is a function of the wealth of his parents and neighbors, 
rather than the wealth of the state as a whole" (p. 227). Limitations of the 
study include the inability of researchers to obtain information using price- 
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adjusted figures, because variations in the cost-of-living or cost-of-education 
index among various communities was not available. 
Although the study is a comprehensive one, the researchers do not 
attempt to suggest what variable or variables may have contributed to the 
widening, rather than the narrowing, of the revenue gap subsequent to the 
funding change. Because no data is given about the funding systems 
themselves, it is difficult for the reader to draw a conclusion. It appears that 
the conclusion is that the disparity is greater because of economic factors 
outside the factors in the study, for example, increased property values, etc.. 
However, when looking at the revenue variable components delineated 
earlier in the study, both formulas include in the estimated total local 
funding effort not only a required effort for basic state aid, but also a local 
leeway option. It may be that with all the state’s efforts to equalize personnel 
and other resources, the disparity still comes down to the differences in the 
local leeway option. 
Texas 
An earlier Verstegen study of equity legislation (1987) examined the 
effects of the Education Opportunity Act of 1984 in the state of Texas. The 
1984 legislation was enacted to ensure a comprehensive change in 
educational financing in response to the Rodriguez case on educational 
equality. The new funding formula used a weighted pupil financing system. 
Verstegen's statistical study attempted to answer three questions: (a) What 
has been the effect of the system on the distribution of aid to elementary and 
secondary education? (b) How equitable is the new system?, and (c) Is the 
system more equitable than the prior system of financing? The goal of the 
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funding change stated that "each student enrolled in the public school system 
shall have access to programs and services that are appropriate to his or her 
educational needs and that are substantially equal to those available to any 
similar student" (p. 316). 
The measure used for statistical testing was district per pupil revenue. 
Before applying any statistical tests, it was necessary to get a true picture of 
each district's real per pupil revenue. A weighted pupil figure was computed 
for each district that accounted for various pupil factors such as numbers of 
special needs, vocational, gifted and talented, and bilingual students. 
The funding level in each district was adjusted by the following 
procedures: (a) transportation allotments were subtracted from the total 
revenue per district, (b) revenue figures were adjusted according to the 
education price index (the differences in costs between various districts for 
equivalent services), and (c) analyses were undertaken that both included 
and excluded districts with sparse student population depending upon use of 
a sparsity index. 
The final per pupil revenue was derived from the adjusted district 
revenue divided by the adjusted weighted pupil count. This per pupil figure 
for each district was used in the statistical testing. 
Standard statistical tests to measure horizontal equity were applied to 
the adjusted per pupil revenue figures. These included determining the 
mean, median, and standard deviation. The range and restricted range 
helped delineate the difference between the highest and lowest districts' per 
pupil revenue as well as the difference at various percentiles (95th and 5th); 
the federal range ratio, the coefficient of variation, the Gini, and McLoone 
indexes were also computed. In addition, simple correlations demonstrated 
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the relationship between per pupil revenues and district property wealth (per 
pupil equalized assessed valuation). 
When evaluating whether equity had increased in Texas over a ten 
year span from 1976 to 1986, all comparison measures showed that equity had 
increased over time. A re-analysis of the 1985-6 figures, looking at the 
distribution of state and local revenue by percentage of pupils, was done in an 
attempt to determine whether the improvement in per pupil revenue was 
state wide or skewed by an improvement in just a few districts. The re¬ 
analysis " showed the substantial [distortional] effects of one to five percent of 
the upper extreme of total students ranked by revenue per pupil on the 
measurement of equity in Texas education finance" (p. 330). There appeared 
to be no significant change when sparsely populated districts were removed 
from the re-analysis. 
Although equity appeared to have improved over time, the recession 
and economic depression in the state of Texas were signs that continued 
support by the state and any sustained movement toward equity are unlikely. 
Verstegen concluded that increased federal support is essential for achieving 
financial equality for all students. 
Stevens, in 1989, examined equity issues in the state of Texas, 
providing a statistical analysis of equity for children and taxpayers (two 
separate concerns). The article was prepared just after the announcement of 
the Edgewood v. Kirby decision, which declared the Texas school financing 
system to be unconstitutional. Stevens' study reviews changes in the Texas 
school finance system in terms of progress toward the goal of equity. Changes 
included: (a) increasing the basic allotment through new state funds 
(improving horizontal and vertical equity, as well as program adequacy), 
education improvement funds (improving vertical equity), and, experienced 
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teacher funds (improving horizontal and vertical equity and program 
adequacy); (b) changes to district/pupil differentials through a new price 
differential index (improving vertical equity), special education weights and 
incentive grants (improving vertical equity), and tax effort reduction 
(improving taxpayer equity); (c) providing pilot programs for at-risk students 
(improving vertical equity), and (d) mandating a local share (improving 
horizontal equity and fiscal neutrality). Statistical tests (range, federal range 
ratio, coefficient of variation, standard deviation etc) were used to measure 
horizontal equity, fiscal neutrality, and program adequacy and give a 
preliminary analysis of howr legislated changes would affect equity in Texas. 
Using tw o funding scenarios, one based on the assumption that local 
levies remain at the 1988-1989 level for all school districts and that all districts 
maintain 100% collections” (p. 275), and the second based on the assumption 
that all school districts increase collections as necessary to receive maximum 
state funding (p. 275), Stevens concluded that greater equity w ould be gained 
by the changes proposed. How ever, horizontal equity improvements may 
not be significant because of the need to address taxpayer equity issues. The 
article does not clearly describe how the statistical conclusions are drawn. It is 
fair to conclude, however, that improvements in funding for the average 
student in a poor district may be insignificant when the courts require 
taxpayer equity. 
School Equity Litigation 
Equity issues have been and are being addressed by federal and state 
courts. The federal courts have heard cases that challenged educational 
funding formulas as being violations of the federal constitution. The Warren 
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Court in Brown v. Board of Education (1954) indicated that the federal 
constitution might be interpreted to broaden definitions of equal educational 
opportunity. However, a decision of the Burger Court in 1973, San Antonio 
Independent School District v. Rodriguez, has guided more recent federal 
court decisions that have not been favorable for litigants arguing that the 
funding inequities violate the United States Constitution. On the other hand, 
litigants claiming violations of state constitutions have found state courts 
disposed to rendering favorable decisions under some circumstances. A 
review of the most significant decisions follows. 
Federal Litigation 
State funding formulas for public education have been challenged in 
federal courts. Decided in 1973 by a five to four decision of the Burger Court, 
San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez is the major equity 
decision handed down by the United States Supreme Court. In Rodriguez, 
the Supreme Court reversed a lower court decision, which held that the Texas 
method for financing public schools was a violation of the United States 
Constitution. The federal district court had concluded that the Texas school 
financing system, which funded education in part with local property taxes, 
was unconstitutional because it violated the equal protection clause of the 
Constitution's Fourteenth Amendment. In San Antonio v. Rodriguez 
(1973), the U.S. Supreme Court held that education is not a fundamental right 
under the United States Constitution. The Court held that judicial scrutiny of 
state laws should occur only when a suspect class is disadvantaged or when 
fundamental rights and liberties protected by the U.S. Constitution are 
violated. Justice Powell's majority opinion concluded that children of poor 
39 
families residing in districts with little property wealth were not members of 
a suspect (protected) class. Education as a right is not explicitly or implicitly 
protected by the federal constitution. 
Justice Powell devoted some of his opinion to analyzing the conflict 
between providing educational opportunity for all children and the desire to 
maintain local control of that education. He referred to Strayer and Haig and 
their 1920s educational reform work in New York, quoting Professor 
Coleman's foreword to their book. The Financing of Education in the State of 
New York (1923). Coleman described two continually struggling forces that 
affected the history of education from the industrial revolution to 1923. 
Those forces were the desire of society to provide educational opportunity to 
all children and the desire of each family to best educate its own children. 
Justice Powell concluded that Texas was responsive to those two forces. 
While assuring a basic education for every child in the state, it [Texas] 
permits and encourages a large measure of participation in and control 
of each district's schools at the local level. In an era that has witnessed 
a consistent trend toward centralization of the functions of 
government, local sharing of responsibility for public education has 
survived (p. 1305). 
Powell concluded that the Texas system does result in unequal 
expenditures depending on where children live, but such disparities are not 
"so irrational as to be invidiously discriminatory" (p. 1308). In Powell's 
reasoning, the Texas system reflected 
what many educators for a half century have thought was an 
enlightened approach to a problem for which there is no perfect 
solution. We are unwilling to assume for ourselves a level of wisdom 
superior to that of legislators, scholars, and educational authorities in 
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50 states, especially where the alternatives proposed are only recently 
conceived and not yet tested (p. 1308). 
The Court recognized that there were spending inequities, but that solutions 
should be found at the state level through legislative action. 
Supreme Court Justices Marshall, Brennan, White, and Douglas 
dissented in Rodriguez. Brennan concluded that strict judicial scrutiny 
should be applied. White joined by Douglas and Brennan concluded that the 
Equal Protection Clause of the Constitution was violated and that there is no 
local option for voters in property poor districts when the property tax is the 
source of revenue. Marshall, joined by Douglas, concluded that the 
Rodriguez decision "can only be seen as a retreat from our historic 
commitment to equality of educational opportunity and as unsupportable 
acquiescence in a system which deprives children in their earliest years of the 
chance to reach full potential as citizens" (p. 1316). 
A later United States Supreme Court (the Rehnquist Court) decision in 
Kadrmas v. Dickinson (1988), again a five to four decision, reiterated that the 
poor are not a suspect class. The Court rejected the plaintiff's claim that a 
North Dakota state law imposing a user fee for bus service was 
unconstitutional, even though the user fee placed a burden on poor rural 
children and restricted their equal access to educational opportunities. The 
Court determined that the North Dakota statute was not subject to strict 
scrutiny because it did not discriminate against a suspect class or violate a 
fundamental right. In addition, the Court concluded that a bus user fee did 
not violate the equal protection clause. The Constitution has no requirement 
that bus service be provided and, if offered, there is no requirement that it be 
provided for free. Justice O'Connor's opinion was supported by Rehnquist, 
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White, Scalia, and Kennedy. Marshall, Brennan, Stevens, and Blackmun 
dissented. In dissent. Justice Marshall wrote that "the Court continues the 
retreat from the promise of equal educational opportunity. . . . This case 
involves state action that places a special burden on poor families in their 
pursuit of education" (pp. 2491-2). 
As a result of the Rodriguez decision, the federal courts were no longer 
an option for successful litigation of school equity issues. As a result, 
litigants began to turn to the state constitutions and the state courts for relief. 
Without money, votes, or political opinion, school systems across the nation 
are now frequently turning to the courts to secure some degree of equity, 
which, unfortunately, is a very slow process (Mueller & McKeown, 1985). 
Litigation in State Courts on Equity in School District Funding 
Litigation in state courts, questioning whether individual state 
constitutions have established education as a fundamental right and how 
funding for public schools is applicable to equal educational opportunity, has 
occurred sporadically for most of this century and more often since the 
Rodriguez decision. In the past few years, a number of cases have established 
equal educational opportunity as a key right under many state constitutions. 
Some state courts have balanced equal educational opportunity against the 
importance of maintaining local control over education. Recent decisions in 
California, Serrano v. Priest (1971), Montana, Helena Elementary School 
District No. 1 v. The State (1989), Texas, Edgewood Independent School 
District v. Kirby (1989), Kentucky, Rose v. The Council for Better Education 
(1989) and New Jersey, Abbott v. Burke (1990), have established that 
constitutions in those states acknowledge the importance of equality of 
42 
educational opportunity. Courts in such states as New York, Levittown 
Union Free School District v. Nyquist (1982), and Wisconsin, Kukor v. 
Grover (1989), have established that local control of educational decisions 
allows for differences in per pupil expenditures. 
There have been a number of recent court cases further litigating state 
public education finance systems. During 1989, Montana, Kentucky, and 
Texas had their school finance systems declared unconstitutional by their 
State Supreme Courts' ruling that spending disparities violated equal 
educational opportunity rights of students. However, a similar case from 
Wisconsin concluded that equality in per pupil expenditures was not 
required, even though the system for financing public education included 
great disparities in district per pupil spending based on property wealth. 
The state constitutions vary in their language regarding education. 
While the Massachusetts Constitution encourages the legislature and office 
holders "to cherish the interests of literature and the sciences" (Part 2, 
Chapter V, Section II), the Montana Constitution states that "equality of 
educational opportunity is guaranteed to each person of the state" (Article 10, 
Section 1). As of this date, the Montana courts have looked at the evidence 
and determined that "equality of educational opportunity" was not provided 
for under its funding structure. To date, no decision has been reached in 
Massachusetts as to whether or not the Massachusetts school finance 
structure violates the constitutional provision "to cherish" education. 
Plaintiffs have been successful in challenging school funding 
provisions in a number of states. They have been unsuccessful in some 
states. In other states, like Massachusetts, the litigation is proceeding and the 
ultimate decisions have yet to be reached. Where constitutional provisions 
allow, state courts are forcing legislatures to ensure that all students receive a 
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fair share of the funding, thereby shifting the funding toward state capitals 
rather than local school committees (Suro, 1990). 
California. In a case decided prior to Rodriguez, the California 
Supreme Court in Serrano v. Priest (1971) (Serrano I) determined that the 
state's public education finance system violated the United States 
Constitution's equal protection clause and the California Constitution. The 
California court ruled that the right to an education is a basic right that cannot 
be conditioned on wealth. "We have determined that the funding scheme 
invidiously discriminates against the poor because it makes the quality of a 
child's education a function of the wealth of his parents and neighbors" (p. 
1244). The California court found no reasons demanding that real property 
taxation be the basis for public school funding. Educational opportunities for 
children attending public schools in property poor districts were inferior to 
the opportunities made available to children in many other districts in the 
state. 
A second case entitled Serrano v. Priest (1976) (Serrano II) recognized 
Rodriguez, that is, that the California school funding system did not violate 
the 14th amendment, but held that the newly created (since Serrano R) 
funding system continued to violate the California Constitution and gave the 
legislature six years to correct the violation. A 1986 appeal, Serrano v. Priest 
(1986), found that the public school financing system had been improved to 
reduce wealth-related disparities in a manner satisfactory to the Court of 
Appeals. The Court considered anything within a $100 difference between the 
highest and lowest per pupil expenditure in the state to be acceptable and 
equitable. The Court called the existing differences insignificant and justified 
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by state interests. It also determined that categorical aid and special education 
costs should not be included when comparing districts. 
New York. A 1982 case decided by the Court of Appeals of New York, 
Levittown Union Free School District v. Nyquist, reviewed the question as to 
whether or not students in property poor districts were victims of 
discrimination under the equal protection clauses of the federal or state 
constitutions. In addition, the New York court looked at the specific 
education language of the state constitution to determine if plaintiff students' 
rights were violated. The New York Court of Appeals used reasoning similar 
to the reasoning of the United States Supreme Court in San Antonio 
Independent School District v. Rodriguez to find that the New York school 
finance funding formula did not violate the equal protection clauses of the 
federal or state constitutions. The New York Constitution, Article XI, Section 
1, requires that the "legislature shall provide for the maintenance and 
support of a system of free common schools, wherein all the children of this 
state may be educated." The Court noted that that language, adopted in 1894, 
"makes no reference to any requirement that the education to be made 
available be equal or substantially equivalent in every district" (p. 652). The 
New York decision also indicated that local control of education was very 
definitely intended and that local districts should not be prevented from 
providing educational opportunities beyond those provided by other districts. 
Montana. In the Montana case, Helena Elementary School District No. 
1 v. The State (1989), a suit was brought against the state alleging that the 
method of funding the public schools violated the Montana Constitution. In 
Montana, Article X of the Montana Constitution states: "It is the goal of the 
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people to establish a system of education which will develop the full 
educational potential of each person. Equality of educational opportunity is 
guaranteed to each person of the state." The plaintiff school districts 
presented evidence that showed per pupil expenditure disparities as high as 
eight to one in similar sized districts. The Montana Supreme Court accepted 
a study team finding that concluded "the better funded schools tended to offer 
more enriched and expanded curricula than those offered in the schools with 
less money" (p. 687). In addition, the Court accepted testimony that indicated 
that there is a "positive correlation between the level of school funding and 
the level of educational opportunity" (p. 687). The Supreme Court of 
Montana ruled in favor of the plaintiffs, holding that the state system of 
funding failed to provide equal educational opportunity as required under 
the state constitution. 
Wisconsin. Kukor v. Grover (1989) is a Wisconsin case that challenged 
the state aid to public school districts formula. The plaintiffs alleged that the 
Wisconsin educational system, and particularly the formula for distributing 
state aid to public school districts, violated the state constitution, which states 
(Article X, Section 3): "the legislature shall provide by law for the 
establishment of schools, which shall be as nearly uniform as practicable..." 
Schools in Wisconsin are funded by revenue generated at the federal, state, 
and local level. Evidence in Kukor v. Grover based on the 1985-6 school year 
indicated that the percentages were as follows: 4.68% was the federal share, 
36.07% was the state share, and 59.25% was the local share. The Supreme 
Court of Wisconsin accepted the circuit court's finding that there are great 
disparities in operating and per pupil expenditures among Wisconsin school 
districts. The Court also ruled that the system established by the legislature in 
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Wisconsin did not violate the uniformity requirement even though certain 
districts had inadequate funds for special programs to meet the particular 
needs of poor students. Secondly, the Court found that an equal protection 
provision of the state constitution was not violated because disparities in per 
pupil expenditures were based upon preservation of local control. The Court 
said that local control over education is mandated by the State Constitution. 
The Wisconsin Supreme Court recognizes that '"equal opportunity for 
education' is a fundamental right” (p. 579) under the State Constitution. 
However, the Wisconsin Supreme Court qualified that finding by 
"emphasizing that 'equal opportunity for education' does not mandate 
absolute equality in districts' per-pupil expenditures. In fact, . . . complete 
equalization is constitutionally prohibited to the extent that it would 
necessarily inhibit local control" (p. 579). When the Wisconsin Supreme 
Court weighed local control versus equal educational opportunity as it 
applied to the current situation in Wisconsin, it concluded that absolute 
equality in per pupil expenditures was not required and the Wisconsin 
system of aid to local districts is constitutional. 
It is interesting to note that both the Montana and Wisconsin decisions 
were decided in February, 1989. One of those decisions (Montana) supported 
the concept that expenditure equity was required by the state constitution, 
while the other (Wisconsin) concluded that the concept of local control was 
so essential that expenditure equity could not be required. It is also 
appropriate to note that even though the courts accepted the Wisconsin 
formula as constitutional, the Wisconsin legislature enacted new laws, 
subsequent to the hearings on Kukor v. Grover, which provided additional 
state aid to districts serving high percentages of educationally and 
economically disadvantaged students. 
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Texas. Edgewood Independent School District v. Kirby (1989) is a Texas 
case where the state Supreme Court ruled that the school financing system is 
unconstitutional. This case, though initiated in 1984, traces its roots to the 
1973 U.S. Supreme Court Rodriguez decision. After Rodriguez, the Texas 
Legislature made adjustments to the Texas Foundation School Program in an 
effort to provide more aid to poorer districts. However, by 1984, property 
wealth disparities were so vast, and the nature of legislative reallocation of 
aid so minimal, that property poor districts challenged the Texas school 
finance legislation as violating the state constitution. Plaintiff districts won 
their challenge at the trial court level, were reversed in the Texas Court of 
Appeals, and won again when the Texas Supreme Court reversed the Court 
of Appeals. 
In Texas, per pupil expenditures ranged from $2,112 to $19,333 (the data 
used in the court's analysis was based on the 1985-6 school year). Texas uses a 
foundation state aid program. The Texas Supreme Court unanimously ruled 
that "property rich districts can tax low and spend high while property poor 
districts tax highly to spend low" (p. 393). To support that conclusion, the 
Court cited the following statistics: 
The 100 poorest districts had an average tax rate of $.745 cents and spent 
an average of $2,978 per student. The 100 wealthiest districts had an 
average tax rate of $.47 and spent an average of $7,233 per 
student.... Property poor districts are trapped in a cycle of poverty 
from which there is no opportunity to free themselves (p. 393). 
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The Texas Constitution (Article VII, Section 1) states: 
A general diffusion of knowledge being essential to the preservation of 
the liberties and the rights of the people, it shall be the duty of the 
Legislature of the State to establish and make suitable provision for the 
support and maintenance of an efficient system of public free schools. 
The Texas Supreme Court decision in Edgewood states "that the Constitution 
requires an 'efficient,' not an 'economical,' 'inexpensive,' or 'cheap' system. 
. . . Those who drafted and ratified article VII, section 1 [of the Texas 
Constitution] never contemplated that such gross inequalities could exist 
within an 'efficient' system" (p. 395). The Texas Supreme Court firmly held 
that equal opportunity in education could be measured by equal access to 
educational funds and that local autonomy need not be eliminated by an 
appropriate funding mechanism. 
Kentucky. Kentucky provides another case where the state 
constitution required an "efficient system of common schools" (Section 183 of 
the Kentucky Constitution). In Rose v. The Council for Better Education 
(1989), the Supreme Court of Kentucky ruled that Kentucky's present system 
violates that mandate. A common school education is a fundamental right 
under the Kentucky Constitution. The court wrote a sweeping conclusion: 
Lest there be any doubt, the result of our decision is that Kentucky's 
entire system of common schools is unconstitutional. There is no 
allegation that only part of the common system is invalid, and we find 
no such circumstance. This decision applies to the entire sweep of the 
system - all its parts and parcels. This decision applies to the statutes 
creating, implementing and financing the system and to all 
regulations, etc., pertaining thereto. This decision covers the creation 
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of local school districts, school boards, and the Kentucky Department of 
Education to the Minimum Foundation Program and Power 
Equalization Program. It covers school construction and maintenance, 
teacher certification - the whole gamut of the common school system 
in Kentucky (p. 66). 
In declaring Kentucky’s system unconstitutional, the Supreme Court of 
Kentucky told the legislature to completely create a new educational system 
that guaranteed every student's right. It also required the legislature to 
adequately fund that system. 
The arguments in the Kentucky case contained two key questions: 
(a) What is "an efficient system of common schools?", and (b) Is education a 
"fundamental right" under the Kentucky Constitution? In defining efficient, 
the Kentucky Supreme Court concluded that the public schools must be 
adequately funded; that "each child, every child, in this Commonwealth must 
be provided with an equal opportunity to have an adequate education" (p. 58). 
The Court added: "Equality is the key word here. The children of the poor 
and the children of the rich, the children who live in the poor districts and 
the children who live in the rich districts must be given the same 
opportunity and access to an adequate education" (p. 58). The Court also 
concluded that a child's right to an education is fundamental under the 
Kentucky Constitution. 
New Tersev. The Supreme Court of New Jersey in Abbott v. Burke 
(1990) provided an analysis of educational funding disparities in New Jersey 
and concluded that the Public School Education Act as applied to poorer 
urban districts violated the New Jersey Constitution. The New Jersey 
Constitution states: "The Legislature shall provide for the maintenance and 
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support of a thorough and efficient system of free public schools for the 
instruction of all the children in the State" (Article VIII, Section IV, paragraph 
1). In Abbott v. Burke, the Court stated that "what a thorough and efficient 
education consists of is a continually changing concept" (p. 365). The New 
Jersey Supreme Court accepted precedents that connected thorough and 
efficient with the concept ot equality of educational opportunity. The Court 
cited Robinson v. Cahill, a series of earlier New Jersey cases that addressed the 
constitutionality of the New Jersey public school financing scheme in the 
1970s, which used dollar discrepancies in per pupil expenditure in 
determining if the school funding system was thorough and efficient. "We 
deal with the problem in these terms [dollars per pupil] because dollar input 
is plainly relevant and because we have shown no other viable criterion for 
measuring compliance with the constitutional mandate" (p. 368). 
In 1975-6, the disparity between the high spending and low spending 
districts in the state was $898, $1,974 per pupil for districts spending at the 95th 
percentile, $1,076 per pupil for districts spending at the 5th percentile. In 
1984-5, a disparity of $2,068 per pupil was noted, with districts at the 95th 
percentile spending $4,755 and districts at the 5th percentile spending $2,068 
per pupil. When the Court adjusted for inflation using 1975 dollars, the 
disparity had grown from $898 per pupil in 1975-6 to $1,135 per pupil in 
1984-5. 
The New Jersey Supreme Court's analysis of the data was developed 
after reviewing statements of statisticians testifying for the plaintiffs and the 
state. The Court's analysis was both simple and easy to understand. In Abbott 
v. Burke, the Court concluded that expenditure disparity was not proof that 
the educational system in New Jersey was unconstitutional when analyzing 
all property poor districts. It concluded that the system was only 
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unconstitutional when applied to the students in poorer urban districts. The 
Court accepted arguments that students in poorer urban districts have special 
educational needs that were not met by the system of public school finance in 
place in New Jersey. The Court declined to determine if poorer suburban and 
rural school districts suffered under the New Jersey school finance system. 
That issue may be litigated in the future. The Court did require that the 
Public School Education Act be amended to assure that levels of funding in 
poorer urban districts is equivalent to funding in property rich districts. 
Equity Issues in Massachusetts 
In 1978, ten communities filed a lawsuit challenging the 
constitutionality of the Massachusetts public school financing system. The 
suit, Webby v. Dukakis, asserted that, in Massachusetts, students' equal rights 
to an adequate and appropriate education is inhibited by over-reliance on the 
property tax as the method of financing schools. The suit contended that 
reliance on the property tax as a major source for funding education 
contributes to inequity by denying students living in communities with low 
property wealth the educational advantages available to students living in 
communities with greater property wealth. In 1982, the Council for Fair 
School Finance (a coalition of agencies, unions, and community groups 
interested in education) joined with the plaintiffs in their attempt to remedy 
the inequities they believed were engendered by the Massachusetts system of 
financing public education (Cohen, 1990). In July, 1985, several years after 
initiation of the lawsuit, Massachusetts Supreme Court Justice Ruth Abrams 
postponed action on the case pending assessment of whether the newly 
enacted Education Reform Act ( Chapter 188) of 1985 would address the issues 
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in the lawsuit (George, 1990). This case has been reactivated recently as 
McDuffy v. Robertson. 
Issues raised in McDuffy v. Robertson are a direct result of a financing 
system that historically purported to address issues of expenditure inequity, 
but in reality has fallen short of stated goals. The first Massachusetts general 
school aid law. Chapter 70, was enacted in 1948 in response to expenditure 
equity concerns. Evidence of these concerns is contained in its preamble, 
which stated that the intent of the law was 
to promote the equalization of educational opportunity in public 
schools of the commonwealth, to reduce the reliance upon the local 
property tax in financing public schools, and to promote the 
equalization of the burden of the cost of schools to the respective cities, 
towns, regional school districts and independent vocational schools 
(Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 70, Section 1). 
Chapter 70 was enacted as a foundation program, designed with a formula 
that tied school aid to the difference between an expenditure amount 
determined to be appropriate for educating each student residing in an 
individual city or town ($130 x number of school children in the city or town) 
and a uniform local property tax rate ($6.00/$1,000 valuation). The state 
agreed to reimburse school districts one-half of the difference between the two 
figures. The legislature intended that the expenditure amount per child 
would increase as property valuations increased. However, the original 
official property valuations, upon which the formula was based, remained 
unchanged for many years. Increasing populations of school children in 
selected areas of the state, combined with the unchanged property valuations, 
caused a widening disparity in school support (Ryan, 1989). 
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As a result, the Chapter 70 formula was revised in 1966, becoming a 
percentage equalizing program (Ryan, 1989). The new formula related state 
aid to local effort (reimbursement was provided based on money spent), but 
in no case was a community to receive less than 15% or more than 75% 
reimbursement from the state for school expenditures. Additionally, 
expenditures upon which reimbursements were to be based were limited to a 
range between 80% and 110% of the state average (Ryan, 1989). 
Because fluctuating availability of funds at the state level and widely 
varied degrees of local effort contributed to persistent spending disparities 
among local districts (Ryan, 1989), a concerned Massachusetts Department of 
Education (DOE) convened a subcommittee, "Subcommittee A: The Equal 
Education Opportunities Committee" in 1971. The subcommittee's stated 
task was "to suggest means of equalizing educational opportunity in the 
school districts of the Commonwealth to the extent that equality can be 
achieved by fiscal means" (Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of 
Education, 1971, p. 1). The subcommittee recognized that approaches to 
achieving equal educational opportunity encompassed more than fiscal 
reform, and that to attain full equal educational opportunity, development 
and evaluation of objectives at the state level and increased accountability at 
the local level were essential components (Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Department of Education, 1971). The report filed by Subcommittee A 
described "the continued inability or failure of many cities and towns to 
achieve acceptable levels of school support requires immediate and 
courageous action by the legislature" (p. 1), and continued to note that the 
"sense of urgency results not so much from the California court decision 
[Serrano v. Priest] and its sequels, as from our awareness of the minimal 
progress the state has made toward equality of school support and the 
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importance of providing equal educational opportunity" (p. 2). 
Recommendations of this subcommittee included modifying the 
reimbursement provisions of the school aid formula and suggesting 
initiation of financial support for some non-school municipal functions. The 
major objective of this action would be to reduce the reliance on the property 
tax as the primary method for financing schools. 
Nature of Funding Education in Massachusetts 
An important amendment to the Chapter 70 formula was enacted by 
the legislature in 1978. This amendment included two major revisions of 
Chapter 70: (a) The new formula language changed the focus of funding from 
the reimbursement method (as described previously) to a disbursement 
method, whereby school districts would receive a grant based on the average 
per pupil expenditure and weighted student enrollment, (b) The grant 
money, identified as Chapter 70 aid, was given to cities and towns for general 
municipal use, as opposed to being dedicated to education, and often is used 
to support police, fire, highway, and other municipal services. Unfortunately, 
the inclusion of a save-harmless clause, guaranteeing every community a 
specific amount of assistance, has eroded the total amount of money available 
for distribution (Ryan, 1989). 
The amended Chapter 70 formula, still based primarily on property 
valuations, was scarcely introduced when Proposition 2 and 1/2 was 
approved by Massachusetts voters in November of 1980. The property tax 
limitations resulting from the passage of Proposition 2 and 1/2 have 
impeded the ability of cities and towns to raise revenues for adequate support 
of public education. Financial concerns have taken precedence over long- 
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term educational planning in a political climate in which special interest 
groups at local and state levels compete for reduced resources, and are 
adamantly opposed to raising taxes (Mulkeen, 1984). 
Not only did Proposition 2 and 1/2 restrict the revenue-raising capacity 
of the cities and towns by instituting a tax ceiling of 2 and 1/2 percent, but it 
also removed the fiscal autonomy of school committees, mandating that 
school committees adhere to a bottom-line budget amount that often is 
determined not by need but by the school department s predetermined 
"share" of a municipal budget. In addition, school committees had to budget 
for implementing state-mandated programs and to absorb contracted 
employee pay increases. Decreased revenue as a result of Proposition 2 and 
1/2 affected nearly every community in Massachusetts, with the larger 
communities feeling the greatest effect (Mulkeen, 1984). 
Since the passage of Proposition 2 and 1/2, educational funding at the 
local level has hinged on how municipal officials, rather than educators, 
choose to allocate funds. Pressure from other municipal services makes the 
process of juggling the proportion of state aid to be allocated to the schools 
and the amount of money that can realistically be raised through local 
taxation (via property tax) difficult. Because the local aid formula has been 
historically favorable to larger cities over the smaller communities, (e.g.. Fall 
River receives 56.6% of its total budget from state aid while Mashpee receives 
only 7.9% [Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Revenue, 1991]), 
increased reliance on the property tax for funding education in the smaller 
communities can contribute to expenditure inequity. 
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EEO Grant Program 
After several years of difficult adjustments following the passage of 
Proposition 2 and 1/2, the state legislature passed an education reform 
package known as Chapter 188, the Public School Improvement Act of 1985. 
Written in its preamble was its purpose to "ensure educational excellence and 
equity for all students... and to provide resources to equalize educational 
opportunity” (Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 1985). The School 
Improvement Act contained many provisions, most of which were 
subsidized by state money. These provisions addressed such issues as 
facilitating expanded responsibilities for teachers, improving state academic 
standards, setting standard criteria for basic skills and curriculum 
improvements, encouraging ventures into new instructional methods, 
facilitating professional development and leadership capabilities for school 
administrators, and supporting drop-out prevention programs. 
By far the most significant aspect of the education reform package, 
however, was the establishment of a grant program known as the Equal 
Educational Opportunity grant program (EEO), its objective being to achieve 
"minimum expenditure requirements" in communities throughout the 
Commonwealth (Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 1985). To provide relief 
in school funding matters and to address the issue of expenditure equity, 
certain cities and towns were eligible to receive state money, which would 
supplement school budgets and be applied toward those budget accounts that 
provide direct services to students. Direct services include instructional 
services, attendance, health services, fixed charges, and food services, and 
exclude administration, athletic and student activities, plant operation and 
maintenance, capital expenditures, transportation, and food. 
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The EEO grants were awarded to those communities spending less than 
85% of the average cost per weighted full time equivalent pupil (weighted 
FTE equals the number of full time equivalent pupils enrolled in regular day, 
special education, vocational, or bilingual programs times a pupil weight cost 
factor). These EEO communities received one-sixth of the difference between 
the actual per pupil cost and 85% of the state average per pupil cost according 
to a formula approved by the Massachusetts state legislature. For weighting 
purposes in the EEO grant program, a regular student is counted as 1.00, as is a 
student in a vocational school, a student in a bilingual education program is 
counted as 2.00, a special education student is counted as 4.00, and there is an 
additional weight of 1.00 for every student, regardless of program, who is 
determined to be from a low income family. Commitment to maintenance of 
effort is necessary to continue to receive grant money. 
Prospects of Litigation 
Because the Equal Educational Opportunity grants program is the 
largest funding piece in the Public School Improvement Act of 1985, it is 
critical to examine its effectiveness. The fundamental question is whether 
the EEO program established under Chapter 188 has been effective in 
improving expenditure equity among school districts throughout the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 
With the recent deterioration of the state s fiscal picture and the 
resulting deep cuts to local aid, the EEO grants have not been increased as 
originally intended, again raising grave concerns about equity. Because of the 
ongoing fiscal crisis, communities that have failed to meet the maintenance 
of effort requirements because of state budget cuts or override failures may 
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find their EEO grants in jeopardy. Addressing these concerns is the 
reactivation of the Webby suit. 
The Webby suit has been renamed McDuffy v. Robertson, after briefly 
carrying the name Murdock v. Weld. The parties agreed to a stipulation of 
facts in October, 1991. Oral arguments were heard before the Supreme Judicial 
Court in February, 1993. Basically, the suit asks: What does the Massachusetts 
Constitution require relative to equal educational opportunity? There are 
eighteen plaintiff districts suing the Massachusetts Board of Education, the 
Commissioner of Education, and the State Treasurer. The plaintiffs are 
Belchertown, Berkley, Brockton, Carver, Hanson, Holyoke, Lawrence, 
Leicester, Lowell, Lynn, Rockland, Rowley, Springfield, Whitman, 
Winchendon, Worcester, and the Whitman-Hanson Regional District. 
The question of interpreting the state constitution as it relates to equal 
educational opportunity has been asked in other states. Many state Supreme 
Courts have ruled. Some of them. New Jersey being an example, require a 
"thorough and efficient" system of public schools. Kentucky and Texas 
require "efficient" systems. Other states, such as New York, Wisconsin, and 
Montana, require that the state "provide" a system of schools. Massachusetts 
is unique in that the language of the Massachusetts Constitution requires that 
the state "cherish the interests of literature and the sciences."(Chapter 5, 
Section 2). Whether the McDuffy v. Robertson case will provide a clearer 
definition as to the motivation of those who wrote the Massachusetts 
constitution, or whether it may be necessary to consider changing the 
constitutional language to provide equal access to quality education for all 
children in the state, remains to be seen. 
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Summary and Conclusions 
It is clear that in Massachusetts, the economic health of the state is a 
critical variable in equalizing spending discrepancies among local districts. 
Improvements that occurred between 1986-8, when the state s fiscal health 
was robust, have been offset more recently by level funding of EEO grant 
money and reduced local aid. Former Representative Nicholas Paleologos 
(former Chairman of the Joint Committee on Education and one of the 
authors of Chapter 188) suggested in an interview in 1990 (James & 
Szachowicz), that "if the primary intent of the EEO grant program is to close 
the learning gap among our students by providing funds to these 
'opportunity schools,' questions must be raised about the continued ability of 
schools to close that gap if funds are withdrawn." 
The continuing argument raised by those opposed to increased funding 
for schools, asserts that quality education is generally unrelated to the amount 
of money spent for that education. Opponents cite examples of schools that 
have overcome obstacles of outdated facilities and textbooks and high teacher- 
pupil ratios through positive attitudes of administrators and community 
support (Wise & Gendler, 1989). However, Wise and Gendler argue that no 
matter how high the expectations for students, if specific subjects are not 
available in the curriculum, students cannot become competent in those 
areas. Although opponents also cite research that seems to indicate that there 
is no direct correlation between educational funding and educational quality. 
Wise and Gendler also point out that such research has been inconclusive. 
In looking at achieving expenditure equity in Massachusetts, the 
question becomes: Will McDuffy v. Robertson mandate the essential changes 
in the Massachusetts funding formula? Although society may be morally 
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obligated to provide equal educational opportunity for all the children in the 
state, the courts may not be willing to insist that the Massachusetts legislature 
do so. Former Representative Paleologos is not placing all of his efforts and 
hopes into the lawsuit, because he sees a major flaw in the case (James & 
Szachowicz, 1990). Its weakness lies in the vague language of the 
Massachusetts Constitution Chapter V, Section II (1780), which, unlike other 
states with strong language in their state constitutions, states the following 
about the role of education: 
Wisdom and knowledge...diffused generally among the body of the 
people, being necessary for the preservation of their rights and liberties; 
and as these depend on spreading the opportunities and advantages of 
education in the various parts of the country, and among the different 
orders of people, it shall be the duty of the Legislatures and Magistrates, 
in all future periods of this Commonwealth, to cherish the interests of 
literature and the sciences...especially the University at Cambridge, the 
public schools and grammar schools in the towns... 
This rather nebulous language challenges the plaintiffs in the McDuffy suit to 
demonstrate that equal educational opportunity is guaranteed under the 
Massachusetts Constitution. 
If the premise is accepted that society is obligated to equalize 
educational opportunity for all students, and the Massachusetts courts' 
interpretation of the state constitution does not uphold it legally, then it 
should be a moral obligation of the state legislature to accept that duty 
without a court order Games & Szachowicz, 1990). Currently in 
Massachusetts, education reform, including reform of the system by which 
education is funded, is in the public eye. Arguments in the McDuffy case 
were heard in February, 1993 before the Supreme Judicial Court. In addition. 
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early in 1993 the state legislature was debating an education reform package 
that would, if passed, change the Massachusetts funding system to a 
foundation program. 
Portions of the prospective education reform package have been based 
on proposals by the Massachusetts Business Alliance for Education (MBAE) 
(1991) in its position paper. Every Child a Winner: A Proposal for a 
Legislative Action Plan for Systematic Reform of Massachusetts' Public 
Primary and Secondary Education System. According to MBAE, the nation, 
and Massachusetts in particular, faces a serious crisis. "The public education 
system is failing to provide its students with the knowledge and skills 
necessary for them to be productive, informed citizens in coming decades. . . . 
the education system needs to undergo dramatic improvement soon" 
(p. ES-1). Responding to several major problems in Massachusetts, 
identified by the MBAE to include decreased accessibility to adequate early 
childhood education programs, low teacher salaries, acute needs in both 
urban and rural school districts for providing adequate education for all 
children, troubling academic performance by Massachusetts students, and 
increased demands on the schools resulting from social pressures (e.g., 
homelessness, single parent families, substance abuse), the MBAE report 
proposed significant changes to the entire educational system in 
Massachusetts. It included a proposal for sweeping financial reform, which it 
believed was sufficient to improve education and to provide equity for all 
students in all districts. 
Key provisions of the reform included development of a new 
"foundation budget" that reflects an average per pupil cost sufficient to 
maintain optimal student-teacher ratios, instructional supplies, personnel 
and teacher training, and most other education costs, except for costs related 
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to school transportation and the school lunch program. This expenditure, 
recommended at at least $5,000 per pupil, would be mandated by the state for 
all cities and towns, and achieved through a combination of raising the 
property tax rate in communities to a level not to exceed $10/$1,000 equalized 
property valuation per pupil, and a contribution by the state of an amount 
sufficient to make up the difference between what communities can raise 
through the property tax and the total amount required to achieve the 
mandated expenditure. Cities and towns that presently spend less than the 
$5,000 per pupil would be allowed to raise their property taxes without having 
to override Proposition 2 and 1/2. State aid to cities and towns already 
spending more than the mandated amount, or those who are not spending 
the mandated amount but could do so and remain under the $10/$1,000 cap, 
would be decreased gradually during a five-year phase-in period. 
Interestingly, the MBAE proposal is very reminiscent of the initial 
Chapter 70 funding proposal of 1948. It again separates school tax and 
municipal tax, and designates state aid specifically for education. It is a 
combination of a uniform foundation amount and an equal property tax rate 
among communities. Because regular reassessment of property values was 
mandated under Proposition 2 and 1/2, theoretically the cost of education to 
the cities and towns would increase or decrease along with inflation and 
changes in student enrollment. Unfortunately, because the reform is still 
based on the property tax, it accepts the somewhat false supposition that 
property value is an accurate indicator of community wealth. Thus, the 
proposal penalizes communities whose property value increases have far 
outpaced increases in real income, and allows communities who presently 
can afford to spend more on education to continue to do so. These provisions 
of the proposal, if they are included in the final legislation, would contribute 
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to ongoing inequities, and funding via the property tax would continue to 
place the burden of educating children on property owners, rather than on 
society as a whole. 
Despite some problems with the MBAE proposal, it does represent 
another approach to the complex funding reform necessary to achieve equity. 
Regardless of the origins of creative proposals, Massachusetts must evaluate 
new proposals in light of what has and has not worked in the past. True 
education reform, however, will not occur without a cooperative effort 
among all segments of the population - educators, legislators, concerned 
parents, community leaders, social agencies, business experts, and even 
students themselves. The MBAE report states 
It is clear that an important, perhaps the most important factor 
contributing to America's difficulties has been the gradual slide of its 
public schools' performance, relevance and effectiveness. This 
degradation has come about because of an inability or failure of the 
educational system to cope with and react to change, and because the 
net effect of many federal, state, and local policies has been massive 
neglect coupled with over-regulation of the system which develops the 
raw material, the human capital, which is the central element of the 
nation's future... its children. It is equally clear that these trends cannot 
be allowed to continue, (p. 5) 
The education reform package being debated in 1993 would implement 
some of the MBAE recommendations. But, to date, the package has not been 
approved by both houses of the state legislature. 
CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 
Design 
The major goal of this study was to determine whether increased 
equity in per pupil expenditures has resulted from the EEO grant program 
established in 1985. The major research question answered by this study is: 
What effect has the Chapter 188 Equal Educational Opportunity grants 
program had in achieving horizontal equity and equal educational 
opportunity for Massachusetts students? The minor research questions were: 
1. Has the disparity in per pupil expenditures between low spending 
and high spending communities in Massachusetts decreased from 1987 to 
1991? 
2. Have the per pupil expenditures of EEO grant eligible communities 
moved closer to the state average in 1991 than they were in 1987? 
3. Has there been an increase in expenditure equity between 
communities spending below the state average in 1987 but not eligible for 
EEO grants and those who received EEO grant money? 
4. Has there been an increase in the number of communities in 
Massachusetts that have become eligible for EEO grants during the period 
between 1987 and 1991? 
5. Is there a difference in the availability of educational resources 
between selected EEO grant communities and selected non-EEO grant 
communities? 
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6. What, if any, types of educational services are unavailable or 
reduced in scope to students of selected EEO communities as compared with 
selected non-EEO communities? 
7. Are factors identified as contributing to effective student 
performance (e.g., teacher education and experience, class size, time spent on 
task) as available to students in selected EEO communities as compared with 
those at selected non-EEO communities? 
Population and Sample 
Massachusetts is divided into 436 school districts. There are 351 cities 
and towns, 52 regional academic districts, 27 regional vocational districts, 
three independent vocational districts, and three county agricultural districts. 
This study examined all single community K-12 vocational member districts 
and compared fiscal 1987 and fiscal 1991 costs per weighted pupils to assess the 
effectiveness of the EEO grant program in achieving expenditure equity since 
its implementation in 1986. The study did not consider regional academic 
school districts, regional and independent vocational school districts, or 
county agricultural districts. 
Instrumentation and Data Collection 
Quantitative Phase 
The first phase of the study involved collecting and analyzing statistical 
data from K-12 vocational member districts in Massachusetts to determine 
fiscal equity. The Massachusetts Department of Education Bureau of Data 
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Collection and Processing publishes per pupil expenditure data annually. 
Using the Department of Education data, this study examined all K-12 
vocational member school districts in Massachusetts, comparing fiscal 1987 
and fiscal 1991 costs per weighted pupil to determine the extent of fiscal 
(horizontal) equity. 
The researcher first ranked in descending order the FY '87 per pupil 
expenditures for all K-12 vocational member districts and computed each 
one's percent of the state average. The same procedure was used for the 
FY '91 figures and both sets of figures were compared. 
Consistent with published studies by school finance experts, which 
examined similar equity issues (Verstegen, 1987; Stevens, 1989; Verstegen & 
Salmon, 1989; Wood, Honeyman, and Bryers, 1990; Sample & Hartman, 1990), 
the researcher applied statistical measures most frequently used to determine 
fiscal equity. The range, restricted range, and federal range ratio for the entire 
sample each year assessed progress toward equity in the state as a whole (as 
the range and ratio narrow, equity increases). Comparing the mean, median, 
and standard deviation (the lower the standard deviation, the greater the 
equity) for both sets of data also provided relevant information. The 
coefficient of variation, which is the standard deviation divided by the mean, 
was calculated for both sample years. A lower coefficient of variation suggests 
greater equity. Perfect equity is a coefficient of variation equal to 0. 
The McLoone index for both years, FY 87 and FY 91, was computed 
and compared. The McLoone index, a formula used frequently to analyze 
horizontal equity in school finance by measuring the degree of funding equity 
in those communities spending below the median expenditure per weighted 
pupil, is recommended as a specific determination of equity in the lower half 
of a population (Odden & Picus, 1992). The premise underlying the use of the 
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McLoone index is that the state has an obligation to equitably fund at least a 
basic education for all students (It is assumed that the median per pupil 
expenditure is that amount sufficient to provide a basic education.) (Guthrie 
et al., 1988). The median is used in this formula, rather than the mean, 
because an increase in expenditures in the lower half of the population would 
raise the mean, but the median would not change. This statistical test is 
particularly pertinent for examining the success of the Equal Educational 
Opportunity grants program because, by their nature, the EEO grants are 
designed to raise expenditures in the lower spending school districts. The 
McLoone index is a number between 0 and 1, with a 1 indicating perfect 
equity. The McLoone index for most school finance data is normally in the .7 
to .95 range. 
The number of communities spending below the state average in 
FY '87 that moved closer to the state average in FY '91, and the number of 
communities spending above the state average in FY '87 that moved toward 
the state average in FY '91, were listed. The study compared the number of 
EEO communities moving closer to the state average with the number of 
non-EEO communities that also approached the state average to describe the 
relative success of the EEO program in achieving equity (as determined by 
approach to the state average). Frequency graphs visually portrayed any 
movement made. 
Qualitative Phase 
The second phase of the project encompassed developing case studies 
of selected communities. Four specific communities, Avon, Belmont, 
Brockton, and Sandwich, were selected to highlight the differences between 
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EEO and non-EEO communities. Brockton and Sandwich are communities 
that have low per pupil expenditures and low direct cost per weighted 
membership, making them eligible for EEO grants. Avon and Belmont are 
communities that spend more than the state average per pupil. Avon’s 
1990-1 cost per weighted membership was 132.2% of the state average, while 
Belmont’s 1990-1 cost per weighted membership was 130.8% of the state 
average. Brockton's 1990-1 cost per weighted membership was 74.1% of the 
state average. Sandwich's 1990-1 cost per weighted membership was 73.3% of 
the state average (Massachusetts Department of Education, 1992). Two of 
these districts are of similar size - Sandwich, with 2,998 students, and 
Belmont, with 2,939 students in 1990-1 (net average membership). Two of the 
districts, Avon and Brockton, are neighboring communities that have been 
affected by the school choice option recently allowed in the state of 
Massachusetts. 
The case studies were constructed from information obtained from 
interviews with the superintendent, the business manager, and the city or 
town executive (Town Manager, Executive Secretary, etc.) of these 
communities. Each of those interviewed described their perceptions of the 
quality of education offered to the students in their communities. The 
interview sessions were structured using an interview guide, which the 
interviewees received prior to the interview session. The interview guide 
outlined topics and many of the questions to be discussed during the 
interview. Each person interviewed signed a form consenting to 
participation in the study. 
Descriptive data about the school budget, school offerings, community 
property valuations, and community budgetary commitment to other city or 
town services were obtained from additional reports provided by the 
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interviewees and used to enhance the total picture of each community. 
Included was information obtained from town reports, school end-of-year 
reports, teacher salary schedules, K-12 curriculum offerings, population, kind- 
of-community demographics, total city or town budget expenditures, total 
school budget expenditures, and equalized property valuation per capita. 
Limitations to the Design 
It should be noted that the findings of this study depend on the 
accuracy and consistency of information gathered and published by the 
Massachusetts Department of Education and on the ability and willingness of 
interview respondents to accurately report information concerning their 
districts. The Massachusetts Department of Education yearly gathers and 
reports data on per pupil expenditures, student populations, weighting of 
those population figures based on the numbers in special education and 
bilingual education, and counts of students from low income families. The 
Massachusetts Department of Education attempts to collect accurate and 
consistent information, but it does rely on reporting from each school district 
in the state. 
There are limitations to interviewing as a technique for collecting data 
because, despite attempts to secure consistency through a well constructed 
interview guide and the numbers of interviewees from each district, the 
interview format can lead to exaggerations and distortions. Since interviews 
are situational, it cannot be assumed that interviewee responses are 
consistent in all situations. Interview responses may be biased simply because 
those interviewed know they are part of a study. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA AND RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
Research Question 1 
Minor research question one asks: Has the disparity in per pupil 
expenditures between low spending and high spending communities in 
Massachusetts decreased from 1987 to 1991? 
There were 131 single community K-12 vocational member districts in 
the Commonwealth in fiscal year 1991. During fiscal 1987 the town of Ware 
was a non-vocational member district; however, for purposes of accurate 
comparison in this study. Ware's FY 87 information appears in tables and 
figures. 
Fiscal Year 1987 Data Analysis 
Table 4.1 arranges the FY '87 costs per weighted membership for each of 
the 131 communities in the K-12 vocational member district category in 
descending order. As can be seen, Provincetown spent the highest amount at 
$4,318 per child, while Lawrence spent the lowest amount at $1,428 per child. 
The cost per weighted membership is defined as the direct cost divided by the 
average membership using the Massachusetts pupil weight factors 
(e.g., students involved in special education, vocational, bilingual, and 
occupational programs are weighted more heavily than those in regular day 
programs). The direct cost is the portion of the per pupil expenditure used for 
instruction, attendance, health, food services, fixed charges, and tuition. 
Expenditures for administration, athletics, maintenance, and utilities are 
excluded from direct cost. 
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Table 4.1 Massachusetts Direct Cost Per Weighted Membership, 
FY '87 K-12 Vocational Member Districts 
Provincetown $4,318 Revere $2,836 
Weston $4,177 Arlington $2,832 
Wellesley $3,890 Somerset $2,821 
Way land $3,756 Wakefield $2,819 
Manchester $3,746 Burlington $2,811 
Needham $3,629 Natick $2,810 
Lexington $3,549 North Reading $2,804 
Westwood $3,543 Norwood $2,793 
Bedford $3,494 Melrose $2,791 
Marblehead $3,269 Braintree $2,786 
Belmont $3,263 Wilmington $2,772 
Lynnfield $3,231 Danvers $2,760 
Avon $3,214 Scituate $2,723 
Harvard $3,170 Maynard $2,716 
Medfield $3,080 Framingham $2,711 
Swampscott $3,078 Lunenburg $2,709 
Westborough $3,015 Woburn $2,693 
Littleton $3,007 Norwell $2,692 
Canton $3,001 Andover $2,669 
Winchester $2,922 Milton $2,662 
Chatham $2,898 Chelmsford $2,646 
Rockport $2,897 Winthrop $2,632 
Millis $2,860 Georgetown $2,614 
Cohasset $2,858 Sharon $2,614 
Stoneham $2,848 Reading $2,613 
Continued, next page 
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Table 4.1, cont. 
Saugus $2,606 Ware* $2,179 
Randolph $2,589 Newburyport $2,178 
Mansfield $2,574 Abington $2,175 
Walpole $2,538 Seekonk $2,171 
Dedham $2,536 Haverhill $2,169 
Auburn $2,534 Dartmouth $2,168 
Ashland $2,517 Tewksbury $2,152 
Malden $2,517 Uxbridge $2,143 
Hudson $2,508 Bourne $2,137 
West Bridgewater $2,505 Amesbury $2,091 
Holliston $2,491 Billerica $2,064 
Medway $2,487 Wareham $2,063 
Hanover $2,472 Northbridge $2,057 
Holbrook $2,444 Grafton $2,054 
Fairhaven $2,431 Barnstable $2,038 
Marlborough $2,427 Metheun $2,024 
Ipswich $2,426 East Bridgewater $2,022 
Westford $2,421 Norton $1,995 
Franklin $2,404 Brockton $1,976 
Harwich $2,398 Sutton $1,966 
Beverly $2,393 Swansea $1,965 
Dracut $2,391 Milford $1,941 
Foxborough $2,373 Taunton $1,923 
Stoughton $2,366 Belchertown $1,920 
Hopkinton $2,339 Tyngsborough $1,915 
Millbury $2,296 Webster $1,913 
Bellingham $2,289 Winchendon $1,909 
Salem $2,262 North Attleborough $1,901 
Easton $2,259 Middleborough $1,869 
Oxford $2,256 Palmer $1,868 
North Andover $2,255 Worcester $1,861 
Hopedale $2,247 Lowell $1,820 
Gloucester $2,232 Monson $1,764 
Rockland $2,223 North Adams $1,727 
Westport $2,217 Gardner $1,720 
Northampton $2,214 Fitchburg $1,701 
Greenfield $2,186 Douglas $1,672 
Falmouth $2,182 Fall River $1,667 
Continued, next page 
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Table 4.1, cont. 
Southbridge $1,634 
Sandwich $1,592 
Chelsea $1,572 
New Bedford $1,476 
Lawrence $1,428 
*Ware was not a member of the K-12 vocational member district in FY '87 
The range for fiscal year 1987 data was $2,890 (the difference between 
$4,318 and $1,428). The restricted range, which eliminates the upper and 
lower five percent, was $1,877. This figure represents the difference between 
Lexington, which spent $3,549, and Douglas, at $1,672. The federal range ratio, 
which is the difference between expenditures at the 95th and 5th percentiles 
divided by the value at the fifth, was 1.12 for 1987. According to Wood, 
Honeyman, and Bryers (1990), a federal range ratio of less than 0.25 is 
desirable and represents an equitable system. 
Because dispersion measures provide a more accurate description of 
horizontal equity than the range data, the mean, median, standard deviation, 
and coefficient of variation were calculated. For the fiscal 1987 data, the mean 
cost per weighted membership of the 131 communities in the K-12 vocational 
member category was $2,477 ($2,476.54). The median was $2,427, and the 
standard deviation, $548 ($547.51). The coefficient of variation, which is the 
standard deviation divided by the mean, is less sensitive to fluctuations in 
the value of the dollar over time, and describes most accurately the variation 
from the mean. The coefficient of variation can be stated in decimal or 
percentage form. The fiscal 1987 coefficient of variation for the category 
communities was 0.221, which implies that, given a normally-shaped bell 
curve, approximately two-thirds should fall within 22.1% ($548) of the mean 
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cost per weighted membership. Actually, 71%, 93 communities, were within 
$548 of the mean. Ninety-five percent (125) of the communities were within 
44.2% ($1,094) of the mean. Odden and Picus (1992) state that the standard for 
determining equity is a coefficient of variation of 0.1, or approximately two- 
thirds of the population falling within 10% of the mean. In fiscal 1987, a 
coefficient of variation of 0.1 would have placed the majority of communities 
within $247 of the mean. In fact, the category communities were more than 
twice in excess of that standard. Figure 4.1 illustrates these 1987 statistical 
measures. 
The McLoone index, which examines equity among communities with 
cost per weighted pupil below the median, is a number between 0 and 1, with 
1 indicating perfect equity. The smaller the McLoone index, the larger is the 
spending disparity among low-spending districts. According to Odden and 
Picus (1992), a McLoone index higher than 0.9 is desirable for achieving 
horizontal equity. In fiscal year 1987, the category communities had a 
McLoone index of 0.844. The inverse McLoone index, which calculates the 
amount of money required to bring those communities spending below the 
median up to the median level, was 0.156 (1.0-0.844). This means that 15.6% 
of the median expenditure per weighted pupil, or an average of $379 per 
pupil, would have been required to bring per pupil spending for 
communities spending below the median up to the median spending level. 
Fiscal Year 1991 Data Analysis 
Table 4.2 illustrates the direct cost per weighted membership for the 131 
K-12 single community vocational member districts arranged in descending 
order for fiscal year 1991. 
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Table 4.2 Massachusetts Direct Cost Per Weighted Membership, 
FY f91 K-12 Vocational Member Districts 
Weston $5,780 Chatham $3,652 
Manchester $5,186 Dedham $3,647 
Wellesley $5,155 Braintree $3,635 
Lexington $5,041 Reading $3,622 
Westwood $4,825 Melrose $3,603 
Wayland $4,659 Winthrop $3,560 
Needham $4,406 Saugus $3,559 
Bedford $4,385 West Bridgewater $3,527 
Marblehead $4,380 Newbury port $3,511 
Avon $4,316 Woburn $3,494 
Belmont $4,269 Harwich $3,465 
Harvard $4,230 North Reading $3,446 
Lynnfield $4,162 Milton $3,438 
Natick $4,092 Scituate $3,416 
Westborough $4,075 Wilmington $3,412 
Norwood $3,934 Stoneham $3,410 
Littleton $3,910 Medway $3,400 
Cohasset $3,900 North Andover $3,379 
Norwell $3,897 Framingham $3,373 
Swampscott $3,896 Sharon $3,362 
Rockport $3,875 Malden $3,346 
Millis $3,858 Walpole $3,314 
Provincetown $3,822 Foxborough $3,307 
Canton $3,807 Billerica $3,278 
Somerset $3,802 Northampton $3,276 
Winchester $3,764 Randolph $3,268 
Arlington $3,762 Westford $3,214 
Danvers $3,757 Hopkinton $3,199 
Andover $3,713 Beverly $3,181 
Auburn $3,669 Mansfield $3,161 
Burlington $3,666 Hudson $3,149 
Medfield $3,666 Chelmsford $3,145 
Ipswich $3,661 Seekonk $3,127 
Wakefield $3,658 Hanover $3,126 
Continued, next page 
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Table 4.2, cont. 
Holliston $3,114 Monson $2,611 
Abington $3,109 Tyngsborough $2,607 
Tewksbury $3,089 Holbrook $2,605 
Easton $3,084 Milford $2,595 
Ashland $3,060 Uxbridge $2,564 
Swansea $3,052 Dartmouth $2,539 
Lunenburg $3,027 Falmouth $2,530 
Norton $3,014 Taunton $2,487 
Georgetown $3,009 Haverhill $2,475 
Wareham $2,9% Palmer $2,460 
Marlborough $2,981 Brockton $2,418 
Gloucester $2,975 Sandwich $2,391 
Rockland $2,962 Fall River $2,338 
Bellingham $2,953 Worcester $2,338 
Bourne $2,932 Belchertown $2,312 
Stoughton $2,922 Winchendon $2,274 
Westport $2,921 Gardner $2,270 
East Bridgewater $2,919 North Adams $2,268 
Franklin $2,885 New Bedford $2,195 
Greenfield $2,880 Metheun $2,160 
Hopedale $2,838 Fitchburg $2,142 
Revere $2,836 Southbridge $2,086 
Maynard $2,821 Lowell $2,030 
Amesbury $2,815 Douglas $2,023 
Salem $2,809 Chelsea $1,903 
Millbury $2,808 Lawrence $1,709 
Oxford $2,789 
Middleborough $2,772 
North Attleborough $2,749 
Dracut $2,734 
Grafton $2,731 
Webster $2,710 
Sutton $2,708 
Fairhaven $2,696 
Northbridge $2,670 
Barnstable $2,634 
Ware $2,633 
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Weston was the high spender at $5,780. Lawrence was again the low 
spender at $1,709, demonstrating a range of $4,071. The restricted range, using 
the 5th and 95th percentiles, was $2,246, which is the difference between 
Needham, spending $4,406, and Methuen, at $2,160. The federal range ratio 
was 1.04 for 1991, only a minor improvement over fiscal year 1987, and still 
not approaching the desired 0.25. 
The fiscal 1991 mean cost per weighted membership for these 131 
communities was $3,229 ($3,228.60), the median was $3,145, and the standard 
deviation $718 ($717.64). The coefficient of variation, which is the standard 
deviation divided by the mean, was 0.222, essentially unchanged from the 
0.221 of fiscal 1987. Thus, if the communities fell within a normally- 
distributed bell curve, approximately two-thirds should have had a cost per 
weighted pupil that fell within 22.2% ($717) of the mean. The actual numbers 
were 97 (74%) within $717, and 125 (95%) were within $1,434 (44.4%) of the 
mean. Figure 4.2 illustrates these measurements. 
The McLoone index for fiscal year 1991 was 0.847. This minute increase 
in the fiscal 1991 McLoone index over the fiscal 1987 figure (0.844) suggests 
minimally increased expenditure equity for communities spending less than 
the median. Fifteen point three percent (15.3%) of the median, or an average 
of $481 per pupil, would have been necessary to bring the spending of 
communities below the median up to the median amount. 
Comparison Over Time 
The differences between horizontal equity measures from fiscal year 
1987 to fiscal year 1991 assist in the assessment of any real progress toward 
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equity resulting from the initiation of the EEO grants program. Table 4.3 
compares both sets of data, including the actual and percentage change 
toward, or away from, equity. 
Table 4.3 Equity Statistics for Massachusetts Comparing 
FY’87 With FY'91 
Equity Measure FV1987 FY1991 Actual Change Percent Change 
Range $2,890 $4,071 $1,181 40.9 
Restricted Range $1,877 $2,246 $369 19.7 
Fed. Range Ratio 1.12 1.04 (.08) (7.1) 
Mean $2,477 $3,229 $752 30.3 
Median $2,427 $3,145 $718 29.6 
Stand. Deviation $548 $718 $170 31 
Coefficient of 
Variation .221 .222 .001 0.45 
McLoone 0.844 0.847 .003 0.36 
Comparison data reveal a widening of the range and restricted range, 
and an increase in the mean, median, and standard deviations between 1987 
and 1991 (Figure 4.3). Superficially, it would appear from these results that 
equity among the category communities has worsened over the four-year 
time period. However, these statistics are sensitive to inflationary influences 
and general increases in spending, and therefore are less precise for analysis of 
true equity. 
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Examining the federal range ratio, the coefficient of variation, and the 
McLoone index discloses very little true change over the time period. The 7% 
decrease in the federal range ratio indicates slight movement toward equity, 
as does the 0.4% increase in the McLoone index. The coefficient of variation, 
at an increase of 0.5%, suggests some movement away from equity. 
Research Questions 2 and 3 
Minor research question two asks whether per pupil expenditures of 
EEO grant eligible communities moved closer to the state average in 1991 
than they were in 1987. Question 3 reads: Has there been an increase in 
expenditure equity between communities spending below the state average in 
1987, but not eligible for EEO grants, and those who received EEO grant 
money? Table 4.4 is an alphabetical list of the 131 single community K-12 
vocational member districts. It shows the fiscal year 1987 and the fiscal year 
1991 cost per weighted membership and the percentage of the state average for 
each of the 131 communities. The state category average cost figure used to 
compute this data comes from the Massachusetts Department of Education 
for each year. It differs from the mean for these category communities 
because, for computation of EEO grant eligibility, the average direct cost per 
regular full-time equivalency pupil is used, rather than the average cost per 
weighted pupil (mean). 
Fiscal year 1987 EEO communities are shown in bold face type, for 
example, Amesbury, which spent 82.42% of the state average in 1987 and 
86.24% of the state average in 1991. Amesbury's data for 1991 is not in bold 
face type because it was no longer an EEO community in 1991. Dartmouth, 
which spent 85.46% of the state average in 1987, spent only 77.79% of the state 
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average in 1991, making it eligible for EEO grant money. Its 1991 data is 
shown in bold face type to indicate the change in eligibility. 
Each community is coded in the extreme right hand column, in order 
to estimate trends over the four-year period. The coding is described as 
follows: 
> = Communities above the state average in FY 87 that moved closer 
to the average in FY '91 (positive equity trend) 
= Communities above the state average in FY '87 that moved below 
the average in FY ’91 to a distance equal to or less than the 
original distance from the average (neutral trend) 
= = Communities above the state average in FY ’87 that moved 
farther away from the average in FY ’91 (negative equity 
trend) 
° = Communities above the state average in FY ’87 moving below 
the average in FY ’91 to a distance greater than the original 
distance from the average (negative equity trend) 
< = Communities below the FY ’87 average that moved closer to the 
average in FY ’91 (positive equity trend) 
A = Communities below the FY ’87 average that moved above the 
average in FY ’91 to a distance equal to or less than the 
original distance from the average (neutral trend) 
• = Communities below the FY ’87 average that moved farther away 
from the average in FY ’91 (negative equity trend) 
A = Communities below the FY ’87 that moved above the FY ’91 
average to a distance greater than the original distance from 
the average (negative equity trend) 
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Fifty communities moved closer to the state average over the 4-year 
time period, while 74 moved in a negative direction away from the average. 
Six communities maintained an essentially neutral position (Total= 130. 
Ware data not included). These trends confirm the increase in the range 
statistics previously described. 
Table 4.4 Comparing Massachusetts Direct Cost Per Weighted Membership, 
FY ’87 and FY ’91, K-12 Vocational Member Districts 
City or Town FY ’87 % of Average FY ’91 % of Average 
Abington $2,175 85.73% $3,109 95.25% < 
Amesbury $2,091 82.42% $2,815 86.24% < 
Andover $2,669 105.20% $3,713 113.76% « 
Arlington $2,832 111.63% $3,762 115.26% - 
Ashland $2,517 99.21% $3,060 93.75% • 
Auburn $2,534 99.88% $3,669 112.41% A 
Avon $3,214 126.69% $4,316 132.23% « 
Barnstable $2,038 80.33% $2,634 80.70% < 
Bedford $3,494 137.72% $4,385 134.34% > 
Belchertown $1,920 75.68% $2,312 70.83% • 
Bellingham $2,289 90.22% $2,953 90.47% < 
Belmont $3,263 128.62% $4,269 130.79% « 
Beverly $2,393 94.32% $3,181 97.46% < 
Billerica $2,064 81.36% $3,278 100.43% A 
Bourne $2,137 84.23% $2,932 89.83% < 
Braintree $2,786 109.81% $3,635 111.37% = 
Brockton $1,976 77.89% $2,418 74.08% • 
Burlington $2,811 110.80% $3,666 112.32% « 
Canton $3,001 118.29% $3,807 116.64% > 
Chatham $2,898 114.23% $3,652 111.89% > 
Chelmsford $2,646 104.30% $3,145 96.35% * 
Chelsea $1,572 61.96% $1,903 58.30% • 
Cohasset $2,858 112.65% $3,900 119.49% * 
Danvers $2,760 108.79% $3,757 115.10% = 
Continued, next page 
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Table 4.4, cont. 
City or Town 
Dartmouth 
Dedham 
Douglas 
Dracut 
East Bridgewater 
Easton 
Fairhaven 
Fall River 
Falmouth 
Fitchburg 
Foxborough 
Framingham 
Franklin 
Gardner 
Georgetown 
Gloucester 
Grafton 
Greenfield 
Hanover 
Harvard 
Harwich 
Haverhill 
Holbrook 
Holliston 
Hopedale 
Hopkinton 
Hudson 
Ipswich 
Lawrence 
Lexington 
Littleton 
Lowell 
Lunenburg 
Lynnfield 
Malden 
Manchester 
Mansfield 
Marblehead 
FY ’87 % of Average 
$2,168 85.46% 
$2,536 99.96% 
$1,672 65.90% 
$2,391 94.25% 
$2,022 79.70% 
$2,259 89.04% 
$2,431 95.82% 
$1,667 65.71% 
$2,182 86.01% 
$1,701 67.05% 
$2,373 93.54% 
$2,711 106.86% 
$2,404 94.76% 
$1,720 67.80% 
$2,614 103.04% 
$2,232 87.98% 
$2,054 80.96% 
$2,186 86.16% 
$2,472 97.44% 
$3,170 124.95% 
$2,398 94.52% 
$2,169 85.49% 
$2,444 96.33% 
$2,491 98.19% 
$2,247 88.57% 
$2,339 92.20% 
$2,508 98.86% 
$2,426 95.62% 
$1,428 56.29% 
$3,549 139.89% 
$3,007 118.53% 
$1,820 71.74% 
$2,709 106.78% 
$3,231 127.36% 
$2,517 99.21% 
$3,746 147.65% 
$2,574 101.46% 
$3,269 128.85% 
FY '91 % of Average 
$2,539 77.79% • 
$3,647 111.73% A 
$2,023 61.98% • 
$2,734 83.76% • 
$2,919 89.43% < 
$3,084 94.49% < 
$2,6% 82.60% • 
$2,338 71.63% < 
$2,530 77.51% • 
$2,142 65.63% • 
$3,307 101.32% A 
$3,373 103.34% > 
$2,885 88.39% • 
$2,270 69.55% < 
$3,009 92.19% ° 
$2,975 91.15% < 
$2,731 83.67% < 
$2,880 88.24% < 
$3,126 95.77% • 
$4,230 129.60% « 
$3,465 106.16% A 
$2,475 75.83% ♦ 
$2,605 79.81% • 
$3,114 95.40% • 
$2,838 86.95% • 
$3,199 98.01% < 
$3,149 96.48% • 
$3,661 112.16% A 
$1,709 52.36% • 
$5,041 154.44% « 
$3,910 119.79% « 
$2,030 62.19% • 
$3,027 92.74% ° 
$4,162 127.51% « 
$3,346 102.51% A 
$5,186 158.88% « 
$3,161 96.84% 0 
$4,380 134.19% « 
Continued, next page 
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Table 4.4, cont. 
City or Town FY ’87 % of Average FY ’91 % of Average 
Marlborough $2,427 95.66% $2,981 91.33% • 
Maynard $2,716 107.06% $2,821 86.43% ° 
Medfield $3,080 121.40% $3,666 112.32% > 
Medway $2,487 98.03% $3,400 104.17% A 
Melrose $2,791 110.01% $3,603 110.39% » 
Metheun $2,024 79.78% $2,160 66.18% • 
Middleborough $1,869 ' 73.67% $2,772 84.93% < 
Milford $1,941 76.51% $2,595 79.50% < 
Millbury $2,296 90.50% $2,808 86.03% • 
Millis $2,860 112.73% $3,858 118.20% « 
Milton $2,662 104.93% $3,438 105.33% « 
Monson $1,764 69.53% $2,611 79.99% < 
Natick $2,810 110.76% $4,092 125.37% * 
Needham $3,629 143.04% $4,406 134.99% > 
New Bedford $1,476 58.18% $2,195 67.25% < 
Newbury port $2,178 85.85% $3,511 107.57% A 
North Adams $1,727 68.07% $2,268 69.49% < 
Northampton $2,214 87.27% $3,276 100.37% A 
North Andover $2,255 88.88% $3,379 103.52% A 
North Attleborough $1,901 74.93% $2,749 84.22% < 
Northbridge $2,057 81.08% $2,670 81.80% < 
North Reading $2,804 110.52% $3,446 105.58% > 
Norton $1,995 78.64% $3,014 92.34% < 
Norwell $2,692 106.11% $3,897 119.39% » 
Norwood $2,793 110.09% $3,934 120.53% - 
Oxford $2,256 88.92% $2,789 85.45% • 
Palmer $1,868 73.63% $2,460 75.37% < 
Provincetown $4,318 170.20% $3,822 117.10% > 
Randolph $2,589 102.05% $3,268 100.12% > 
Reading $2,613 103.00% $3,622 110.97% « 
Revere $2,836 111.79% $2,836 86.89% ° 
Rockland $2,223 87.62% $2,962 90.75% < 
Rockport $2,897 114.19% $3,875 118.72% « 
Salem $2,262 89.16% $2,809 86.06% ♦ 
Sandwich $1,592 62.75% $2,391 73.25% < 
Saugus $2,606 102.72% $3,559 109.04% « 
Scituate $2,723 107.33% $3,416 104.66% > 
Seekonk $2,171 85.57% $3,127 95.80% < 
Continued, next page 
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Table 4.4, cont. 
City or Town FY '87 % of Average FY ’91 % of Average 
Sharon $2,614 103.04% $3,362 103.00% > 
Somerset $2,821 111.19% $3,802 116.48% « 
Southb ridge $1,634 64.41% $2,086 63.91% • 
Stoneham $2,848 112.26% $3,410 104.47% > 
Stoughton $2,366 93.26% $2,922 89.52% • 
Sutton $1,966 77.49% $2,708 82.97% < 
Swampscott $3,078 121.32% $3,8% 119.36% > 
Swansea $1,965 77.45% $3,052 93.50% < 
Taunton $1,923 75.80% $2,487 76.19% < 
Tewksbury $2,152 84.82% $3,089 94.64% < 
Tyngsborough $1,915 75.48% $2,607 79.87% < 
Uxbridge $2,143 84.47% $2,564 78.55% • 
Wakefield $2,819 111.12% $3,658 112.07% » 
Walpole $2,538 100.04% $3,314 101.53% * * 
Ware* $2,179 $2,633 80.67% 
Wareham $2,063 81.32% $2,996 91.79% < 
Way land $3,756 148.05% $4,659 142.74% > 
Webster $1,913 75.40% $2,710 83.03% < 
Wellesley $3,890 153.33% $5,155 157.94% - 
Westborough $3,015 118.84% $4,075 124.85% * 
West Bridgewater $2,505 98.74% $3,527 108.06% A 
Westford $2,421 95.43% $3,214 98.47% < 
Weston $4,177 164.64% $5,780 177.08% = 
Westport $2,217 87.39% $2,921 89.49% < 
Westwood $3,543 139.65% $4,825 147.82% « 
Wilmington $2,772 109.26% $3,412 104.53% > 
Winchendon $1,909 75.25% $2,274 69.67% • 
Winchester $2,922 115.18% $3,764 115.32% « 
Winthrop $2,632 103.74% $3,560 109.07% « 
Woburn $2,693 106.15% $3,494 107.05% « 
Worcester $1,861 73.35% $2,338 71.63% • 
Bold print indicates EEO community in FY '87 
* Ware was not a vocational member district in 1987 
> =Community above state average that moved closer to average 
* =Community above state average that moved below average to a distance equal to or less than the 
original distance from the average 
= =Community above state average moving farther from average 
=Community above state average that moved more than equivalent distance below average 
< =Community below state average that moved closer to average 
A =Community below state average that moved above average to a distance equal to or less than the 
original distance from the average 
* =Community below state average moving farther from average 
A =Community below state average that moved more than equivalent distance above average 
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Seventy-six communities were below the state average in FY ’87. Of 
those 76, 37 were EEO communities, and 39 were non-EEO communities. The 
study determined that 25 (67.5%) of 37 EEO communities moved in the 
direction of the state average between FY '87 and FY '91; of those 25, one 
community, Billerica, actually exceeded the state average. The number of 
non-EEO communities below the state average in FY ’87 that moved in the 
direction of the state average was 22 (56.4%) of 39. Of these, 11 communities 
reached and exceeded the state average. EEO communities had more relative 
success in approaching the state average, thus increasing expenditure equity 
in communities spending below the average, although the non-EEO 
communities did better at exceeding the state average. 
Research Question 4 
Has there been an increase in the number of communities in 
Massachusetts that have become eligible for EEO grants during the period 
between 1987 and 1991? Of the 130, single community K-12 vocational 
member districts in 1987, 37 (28.5%) were eligible for the EEO grants. Of the 
368 total operating districts in Massachusetts in fiscal year 1987, 124 (33.7%) 
qualified for EEO grants in fiscal year 1989. (Fiscal year 1987 data was used to 
determine grant eligibility for FY ’89.) Thirty-six (27.5%) of the 131, single 
community K-12 vocational member districts in 1991 were eligible for the 
EEO grants. One-hundred twenty-one (33.5%) of the 361 total operating 
districts in Massachusetts in fiscal year 1991 qualified for EEO grants for fiscal 
year 1993. (Fiscal year 1993 eligibility was determined by FY 91 data.) The 
number of EEO communities has remained relatively unchanged over the 
4-year period. 
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Research Question 5 
Research question five asks whether there is a difference in the 
availability of educational resources between selected EEO grant communities 
and selected non-EEO grant communities. Four communities, Avon, 
Belmont, Brockton, and Sandwich, were selected for detailed case studies. 
The purpose for obtaining this qualitative data was to examine whether equal 
educational opportunity differences exist between EEO and non-EEO 
communities. 
Profile of the Case Study Communities 
Brockton and Avon are neighboring communities. Brockton is a 
city that historically has had a low per pupil expenditure and has experienced 
increasing difficulties, despite being augmented by the EEO grant program. 
Avon is a town with a large industrial tax base and small student population. 
It participates in school choice, thus attracting students (and their education 
dollars) from Brockton. 
Sandwich and Belmont are communities of similar school size and 
demographics, although Sandwich’s school population has increased at a 
rapid pace during the 1980’s, and Belmont's school population has decreased 
during that time period. Sandwich is an EEO community. 
Looking at property wealth as a significant factor in access to 
educational resources. Table 4.5 illustrates the differences among the selected 
communities. 
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Table 4.5 Demographic Data: Selected Communities 
Brockton Avon Sandwich Belmont 
Population 92,788 4,558 15,489 24,720 
School 
Population 14,274 684 2,998 2,939 
Per Capita 
Income $13,455 $16,176 $17,412 $26,793 
Total Town 
Budget $127,724,163 $7,786,819 $27,154,508 $44,517,784 
School 
Budget $48,310,416 $3,593,616 $11,486,310 $17,030,947 
Per Pupil - 
Regular Day 
FY ’91 
$3,566 $5,437 $4,140 $4,951 
Cost Per 
Weighted 
Pupil FY f87 $1,976 $3,214 $1,592 $3,263 
Cost Per 
Weighted 
Pupil FY '91 $2,418 $4,316 $2,391 $4,269 
Total 
Assessed 
Valuation $3,441,135,649 $415,103,100 $1,552,343,700 $2,248,620,413 
Valuation Per 
Pupil $241,077 $606,875 $519,526 $765,097 
Per Capita Income: Fiscal 1989 data 
Population: 1990 data 
Budgets: Fiscal 1991 data 
Brockton is a city in Plymouth County with a 1990 population of 92,788 
and a fall 1991 K-12 school enrollment of 14,274. Its 1989 per capita income 
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was listed at $13,455, the lowest of the communities studied. Its 1990-1 regular 
day per pupil expenditure was $3,566. Brockton's 1986-7 cost per weighted 
membership was $1,976, 77.9% of the state average, and its 1990-1 cost per 
weighted membership was $2,418, 74.1% of the state average. The total 
assessed valuation of property in the community is $3,441,135,649, or a 
property value per pupil of $241,077. This is less than one-third of the 
property value per pupil in Belmont and approximately 40% of the property 
value per pupil in Avon. 
Avon, a town in Norfolk County, had a 1990 population of 4,558 with a 
per capita income listed at $16,176. Its fall 1991 K-12 school enrollment was 
684 students, having a 1990-1 regular day per pupil expenditure of $5,437. Its 
1986-7 cost per weighted membership was $3,214, 126.7% of the state average. 
Its 1990-1 cost per weighted membership was $4,316, 132.2% of the state 
average. The total assessed valuation of property in the community is 
$415,103,100, which is $606,875 per pupil. 
Sandwich, a town in Barnstable County, had a 1990 population of 
15,489; its fall 1991 K-12 school enrollment was 2,988. Per capita income in 
1989 was listed at $17,412. Its 1990-1 regular day per pupil expenditure was 
$4,140. Sandwich's 1986-7 cost per weighted membership was $1,592, 62.8% of 
the state average, and its 1990-1 cost per weighted membership was $2,391, 
73.3% of the state average. The total assessed valuation of property in the 
community is $1,552,343,700, which is $519,526 per pupil, 68% of Belmont's 
property value per pupil and 86% of Avon's property value per pupil. 
Belmont is a town in Middlesex County with a 1990 total population of 
24,720 and a fall 1991 K-12 school enrollment of 2,939. Its 1989 per capita 
income was listed at $26,793, and its 1990-1 regular day per pupil expenditure 
at $4,951. Belmont's 1986-7 cost per weighted membership, at $3,263 calculates 
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to be 128.6% of the state average. Its 1990-1 cost per weighted membership was 
$4,269, 130.8% of the state average. The total assessed valuation of property in 
the community is $2,248,620,413, which is $765,097 per pupil, the highest of 
the communities studied. 
Interviews 
The interview process began in November, 1992 and ended in January, 
1993. Information from interview sessions with the superintendent, the chief 
school business official, and the city or town administrator in each 
community was used to construct a qualitative analysis of four of the 131 
single community K-12 vocational member districts. Those interviewed 
answered questions regarding the quality of education offered to the students 
in their district. The interviewees each received a structured interview guide 
prior to the interview session to help them prepare for the questions to be 
asked in the interview. In addition, superintendents were asked to provide 
statistical data describing their districts. Information requested included such 
recognized equity input factors as availability of monetary resources, school 
organization, teacher experience, class sizes, description of the school day, 
library services, foreign language offerings, guidance services, and teacher 
professional advancement opportunities. The interviews revealed some 
dramatic contrasts between the EEO and non-EEO communities in the 
educational resources available to their students. 
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Brockton 
The Brockton superintendent described his district as follows: it spends 
approximately $1,000 less than the state average per pupil. On October 1, 
1992, the district had 13,905 students, with a minority population in the 
schools of 43.7%. Approximately 1,000 students are involved in bilingual 
programs, and 25% of Brockton students are on some form of public 
assistance. 
The superintendent stated that, despite receiving EEO grant money, 
Brockton "has had big-time lay-offs for three, four, five years." In the 1989-90 
school year, Brockton lost 95 staff positions, and, in the following year, an 
additional 109 positions, a loss of 71 teachers and 38 others. The 
superintendent described the 1991-2 school year as a most difficult school year 
because lack of funds forced 250 additional layoffs, 199.5 teachers and 50.5 
others. Following significant staff reductions in prior years, this represented 
23% of the entire Brockton Public School staff. 
Brockton began that year with large class sizes at all levels. Class size 
was unreasonable at the elementary level, in excess of forty in many cases. 
Multi-grade classes had to be instituted for the first time and without any 
supplemental training for staff. Libraries were closed. A reduced budget 
forced elimination of elementary choral and instrumental music programs, 
junior high foreign language, industrial arts, home economics, music, 
athletic and intramural programs, and the high school reading program. 
High school course offerings were reduced in all disciplines. Counseling and 
library services were reduced. Physical education time was decreased, and the 
community was no longer able to meet the physical education standards set 
by the state. A $50 user fee for high school athletics was instituted. 
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There has been no funding for textbooks for three years. No school 
department budget funds have been allocated for the acquisition of computers 
for over six years. All alternative programs have been eliminated. 
Two of the Brockton officials interviewed said the budget was 
extremely inadequate, and one rated it to be inadequate. The Brockton 
business manager indicated that there has been a "decade of neglect of school 
facilities." In addition, funds for staff training, technology innovations, and 
developing a diverse staff are not adequate. The Brockton mayor also felt that 
curriculum and professional development suffered because of lack of funds. 
The school choice program has had an adverse impact on Brockton, 
exacerbating its lack of access to financial resources. During its first year, 
1991-2, the Massachusetts choice plan was described as "the most punitive in 
the nation" (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 
1992, p. 56). Rather than providing equal access to quality schools for all 
Massachusetts students through the "free enterprise" aspect of choice, state 
money allocated to educate students in a given community was withdrawn 
from that community when students chose to attend school in another 
community. This money was removed directly from the Chapter 70 cherry 
sheet reimbursements, leaving communities with depleted resources to 
educate the remaining students who were unable to arrange transportation to 
another district of their choice. Furthermore, money removed from the 
sending community went with the student to the new community in the 
amount required to educate the student in the new community. For 
example, for each student from Brockton going to Avon, $5,437 left Brockton, 
or over $1,800 more per pupil than Brockton expected to spend. Brockton lost 
over $700,000 in state assistance to fund Brockton students being educated in 
Avon. 
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Since the initial choice legislation was enacted, the state legislature has 
softened the impact of the program for communities like Brockton, but 
basically, choice in Massachusetts allows a community like Avon, with 250% 
greater property valuation per pupil than Brockton, to compete with 
Brockton for students, to receive additional state assistance for doing so, and 
to penalize the property poor community when students choose to go to 
schools that can spend more on their education. 
Because of the extreme budget reductions that Brockton, Lawrence, 
Holyoke, and Chelsea had experienced, the superintendents of these four 
communities met in August of 1991 to develop a plan to "protest the horrible 
inequities". The Brockton superintendent said that what "has happened to 
our school systems is criminal" and that something has to be done. In 
August, 1991, the four superintendents communicated to the Attorney 
General that their school districts "could no longer provide for the needs of 
their students because of the tremendous cuts that they had suffered." 
As a result of the complaint to the Attorney General, the Department of 
Education investigated, and recommended emergency aid for communities 
such as Brockton for fiscal year 1992. The legislature ultimately passed a $30 
million emergency aid package, resulting in the award of a $3.3 million grant 
to Brockton in January and February, 1992. 
Avon 
When interviewed, the Avon officials each commented that Avon was 
a "choice" community, and they indicated enthusiasm for the Choice 
Program. The superintendent indicated that, unlike most communities that 
spend in excess of the state average on a per pupil basis, Avon is not a high 
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average income town. The Town is heavily supported by a large industrial 
base, thus relying less heavily on the residential property tax. The 
superintendent pointed out that Avon is dealing with some increased 
financial stress associated with operating a high school that has only 200 
students but "it was worse than that when there were only 113 in the high 
school." The district now has "170 choice kids...which is the only thing 
keeping us afloat." Approximately 20% of the money that will be spent in 
1992-3 will come from the "choice funds." The superintendent also said, "We 
also have a problem of aging of staff like everyone else, which is probably one 
of the worst things that this financial crunch is doing. It is driving the most 
enthusiastic, energetic teachers out of the business because of seniority clauses 
in contracts." 
The Avon superintendent and business manager both said that the 
school budget was inadequate, but the town administrator believed that the 
budget was more than adequate. The superintendent stated that the school 
budget represented only 75% of what was actually needed and identified 
guidance, music, teaching materials and supplies, and textbooks as areas that 
are not adequately funded. The choice program has been the only factor that 
has allowed the system to maintain small class sizes and prevent layoffs. 
Sandwich 
Like Brockton, the Sandwich officials interviewed also confirmed that 
the 1991-2 school year was a particularly difficult one. Thirty-three 
permanent staff positions, 12% of the total staff, were eliminated for that year. 
According to the superintendent, the following cuts were made: teaching. 
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15%; administration, 17%; custodial, 12%, guidance, 33%; grounds, 25%; and 
transportation, 28%. 
Because of a Proposition 2 and 1/2 override failure, a general reduction 
in the per pupil funds available resulted in the elimination of art, music, 
library, and physical education classes for kindergarten through eighth grade 
students. The school day was reduced by forty minutes. Resulting problems 
with bus scheduling had many students not starting the school day until after 
9:30 AM. Some of these programs, K-8 art, music, library, and physical 
education, were restored during the 1992-3 school year when the state 
increased its aid to cities and towns through an additional $100 per student. 
In 1991-2, Sandwich was also forced to remove industrial arts, home 
economics, and reading from the seventh and eighth grade curriculum. 
These programs have not been restored. 
At the high school level, there was a 40% reduction of home 
economics, automotive, woodworking, graphics arts, and general art 
programs. Physical education is also not offered at grades eleven and twelve. 
Cuts have been made in administration, transportation, and extracurricular 
activities. An extracurricular activities fee is in effect, including an athletic 
fee of $150 per sport per season for 1991-2, reduced to $75 per sport per season 
for 1992-3. Facilities maintenance has also been decreased. No school budget 
funds have been allocated for instructional equipment in the past few years. 
The three Sandwich officials all believed that their school budget remains 
inadequate. 
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Belmont 
When talking about their community, the three Belmont officials all 
stated that funds for the school budget are adequate. The superintendent said 
that at one point those funds "were probably more than adequate, but with 
the reduction in local aid and the recession...the money available is less than 
it was formerly and I would say is adequate at this time." The superintendent 
indicated that since 1988 there has been some loss of services to students 
including : (a) "Class size ratios have drifted upward, they are still quite 
respectable, but nonetheless they are higher than what they had been in the 
early and mid 1980s," (b) The library materials budget has not been funded as 
well as in the past and that is "one of the areas we look at in terms of cutting 
our budget in order to afford the salary portion of the budget," (c) New and 
replacement instructional equipment has been "hard hit in the last couple of 
years, " (d) "Home economics and industrial arts have been pared back a 
little," (e) "some electives have been trimmed back," (f) An administrative 
reorganization "has reduced overhead," and, (g) Restructuring for 
integration has had "a minimal budget savings for the community." 
Unlike the Brockton officials who mentioned a 23% reduction of the 
entire staff for one year and the Sandwich officials who mentioned a 12% 
total staff reduction for one year, the Belmont and Avon officials talked about 
budget trimming that did not involve any staffing cuts other than the 
Belmont superintendent’s mention of administrative reorganization. The 
Belmont superintendent was able to talk about instructional equipment 
budgets that have been hit hard in the last few years, while the Brockton and 
Sandwich officials stated that there were no funds in the regular school 
budgets for instructional equipment. 
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Belmont is able to offer foreign language instruction beginning at grade 
six, and the high school offers five languages: Spanish, French, Latin, 
German, and Russian. Sandwich offers foreign language instruction 
beginning at grade seven and, at the high school, offers Spanish, French, and 
Latin. Brockton and Avon offer no foreign language instruction prior to 
grade nine. Brockton Fligh School offers Spanish, French, Latin, and Russian, 
while Avon offers Spanish, French, and Latin. 
When asked to what extent the EEO grants have equalized educational 
opportunities for students in Massachusetts, the superintendents in the EEO 
communities expressed the opinion that they have contributed little, if any, 
assistance in achieving the program's stated goals. Because the program was 
impeded through lack of funding, instead of supplementing school budgets 
with the "extras" that other communities could afford, the EEO monies have 
had to be used to prevent the elimination of necessary, basic, personnel and 
instructional programs. 
Research Question 6 
What, if any, types of educational services are unavailable or reduced 
in scope to students of selected EEO communities as compared with selected 
non-EEO communities? In addition to the previously mentioned 
educational resources reduced or eliminated in EEO communities, the 
researcher examined and compared support services. 
When asked to list services for students that existed prior to the 
current recession but have been lost since 1988, officials in Brockton and 
Sandwich emphasized that inadequate funds resulted in personnel cuts. 
Avon officials felt that choice money allowed them to maintain staffing 
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levels. Belmont officials indicated that class size is increasing, although is 
still respectable, that library and media services are not funded as well as in 
the past, that new and replacement instructional equipment is under-funded, 
that instruction in home economics and industrial arts is less, and that 
electives at the secondary school have been reduced. Table 4.6 compares some 
support services available to students in each of the four districts. 
Table 4.6 Comparison of Support Services: Selected Communities 
Brockton Avon Sandwich Belmont 
Library Services 
Number of professional librarians 
Elementary 4 1/2 3 K-8 2 
Middle 4 
1 shared with 
H.S. 
see above 
1 
High School 
3 + 2 media 
spec. 
1 shared with 
middle school 1 2.4 
Ratio of students to librarians 
Elementary 1:2150 K-6 1:310 1:750 1:834 
Middle 1535 7-8 1:449 1:750 1:645 
High School 
1:997 (598 incl. 
med. spec) 
1:449 
1:700 1:319 
Foreign Language 
Offered prior to high school in 
what grades 
None None Gr. 7&8 Gr. 6,7,8 
Languages offered at high school Latin, French, 
Spanish, 
Russian 
Latin, French, 
Spanish 
Latin, 
French, 
Spanish 
Latin, 
French, 
Spanish 
Russian, 
German 
Number of years required None Three Two None 
Continued, next page 
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Table 4.6, cont. 
Brockton Avon Sandwich Belmont 
Guidance Services 
Ratio of students to counselors at 
high school 
1:300 1:200 1:250 1:255 
Specific guidance services offered 
(please check) 
College placement X X X X 
Psychological counseling X X X 
Drug and alcohol abuse 
prevention X X X 
Other X 
Brockton has one elementary school librarian for each 2,150 students, 
compared to Avon, which has a much better student-to-librarian ratio. 
Belmont's student-to-librarian ratio is actually slightly worse than 
Sandwich's at the elementary level, but it has a far better ratio at the high 
school level. At the high school level, Brockton has one school librarian for 
each 598 students, considerably worse than Avon's. 
The ratio of guidance counselors to students is better in Avon than in 
Brockton, but roughly equivalent between Sandwich and Belmont. Except for 
Sandwich, whose guidance department offers general guidance and college 
placement only, all of the districts have psychological counseling and drug 
and alcohol programs available for students. 
In Avon and Belmont, officials interviewed indicated that the school 
facilities were up-to-date and well-maintained, although exceptions were 
mentioned. In Belmont, all three officials emphasized that a proposed new 
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middle school was necessary. In Avon, one of the three officials listed one 
capital improvement concern. The Avon officials did state that choice money 
had recently allowed them to make a $587,000 roof repair. 
In Brockton, two of three officials thought that school facilities were in 
need of capital improvement and annual maintenance. The third official 
said that they were in need of capital improvement, but well maintained. 
One Brockton official indicated that custodial staff in the schools had been 
reduced from 175 personnel to 75 personnel since the mid 1980s. The 
stipulation of agreed facts in McDuffy states: 'There are a substantial number 
of dangerous conditions in Brockton's schools. At one school for example, a 
chimney is in danger of collapsing. In other locations gasoline-powered 
equipment is being stored (for lack of better location) in places such as boiler 
rooms" (p. 48). It is estimated that $3.5 million "is needed to make critical 
safety-related repairs." 
All three Sandwich officials agreed that better annual maintenance was 
required, and one believed that some capital improvement was necessary. 
Sandwich has two new elementary schools that were built to accommodate 
skyrocketing growth, a nearly twenty-year old high school, and one newly 
renovated elementary school. Budget reductions have forced cutbacks in 
custodial staff, far beyond what is needed to properly maintain the facilities. 
Research Question 7 
Are factors identified as contributing to effective student performance 
(e.g., teacher education and experience, class size, time spent on task) as 
available to students in selected EEO communities as compared with those at 
selected non-EEO communities? Over the years, school finance experts have 
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conducted studies attempting to identify the most important factors (inputs) 
that contribute to effective student performance (Haller & Strike, 1986; Odden 
& Picus, 1992; Ferguson, 1991). Various input factors have been mentioned 
as being important: class size, student-teacher ratio, time spent on academic 
subjects, teacher experience and education, school climate, teacher verbal 
ability, and access to instructional resources. Recently, Ferguson (1991) 
completed some research in Texas, which examined and attempted to identify 
factors that contribute to the variations in the quality of education among the 
different school districts. He concluded that four important factors had the 
greatest positive impact on student performance and retention: excellent 
teacher language skills (measured by the Texas Examination of Current 
Administrators and Teachers), teacher experience (in the primary grades, 
teacher effectiveness improves with each additional year to 5 years; high 
school teachers are more effective beyond nine years experience), class size 
and student-teacher ratios (the larger the class, the lower the test scores in the 
elementary grades; optimal student-teacher ratio is 1: 18 at the elementary 
level and not so important above seventh grade), and the number of teachers 
with master's degrees. He concludes that increasing the amount of money 
available to attract enough experienced teachers with excellent literacy skills 
to keep class sizes and student-teacher ratios reasonable improves the quality 
of education. 
Each of the communities studied were asked to supply data about these 
important input factors. This data is summarized in Table 4.7. 
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Table 4.7 Educational Input Factors: Selected Communities 
Brockton Avon Sandwich Belmont 
Teacher Experience 
Percentage of teachers with less than 
two years teaching experience 1 14.3 3.4 .04 
Percentage of teachers having two to 
five years total teaching experience 3 10 13.65 8.7 
Percentage of teachers having five to 
nine years total teaching experience 3 5 23.18 13.6 
Percentage of teachers having more 
than nine years total teaching 
experience 93 70.7 62.18 77.7 
Class Sizes 
Average class size in elementary grades 
(regular day program) 27 20 22 21.4 
Grade range included in this average 1-6 K-6 1-8 K-5 
School Day 
Length of elementary school day 5.5 hrs. 6 hrs. 20 
min. 
6 hrs. 10 
min. 
6 hrs. 
Approximate time per day spent at 
lunch, recess, and other non-academic 
activities 45 min. 70 min. 38 min. 50 min. 
Time per day at elementary level spent 
with teachers of special subjects such as 
music, art, physical education, library 30 min. 45 min. 40 min. 
24 min. K 
33 min. 1 
39-42 min. 
Gr. 2-5 
Continued, next page 
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Table 4.7, cont. 
Brockton Avon Sandwich Belmont 
Teacher Professional Advancement 
Time devoted to teacher inservice 
training this year 
16 hours 
plus some 
voluntary 
paid after 
school 
workshops 
38 hours 121/2 hours Staff 
meetings, 
early 
release 
days, in¬ 
school 
release 
days 
Money allocated for teacher inservice 
training 
None in 
budget, all 
funds from 
grants 
Some $25,000 
Percentage of reimbursement for 
graduate courses 
None $150 per 
calendar 
year 
1/2 course 
cost not to 
exceed $200 
per course 
Movement 
on salary 
schedule 
What limits to number of courses 
reimbursed 
N/A One per 
year 
Two courses 
in fiscal 
year 
No course 
reimbursem 
ent 
Release time for conferences As 
appropriat 
e, must be 
approved 
by 
administra 
tor 
Upon 
request 
(One per 
year plus 
system 
needs) 
Yes Yes 
Periodic updating of subject area 
required 
None Yes Yes No formal 
contractual 
requirement 
Teacher Experience 
Statistical data supplied by the Superintendents indicated that, in each 
of the districts, a majority of the teachers has more than nine years total 
teaching experience. Ninety-three percent of Brockton's, 78% of Belmont s, 
106 
71% of Avon's, and 62% of Sandwich's teachers have more than nine years' 
teaching experience. Sandwich is not able to hire experienced teachers 
because of budget restrictions that dictate the hiring of less experienced, 
lower-salaried, professionals. Because of the 23% reduction in the 
professional staff in Brockton, the Brockton superintendent also expressed 
concern "that because of layoffs and contractual bumping, years of staff 
training have gone to waste...Lay-offs turn off good teachers. They divorce, 
lose homes, [and] have nervous breakdowns. We lose some of our best each 
year, and if we call them back they are not the good teachers they were 
before." 
Describing ways of measuring teacher literacy was difficult for those 
superintendents interviewed. Most said that literacy was important, but 
measured it informally through the interview process or obtaining a writing 
sample upon hiring. 
All of the districts provide some form of inservice training for teachers. 
Belmont, although it didn't estimate the time involved, provides early 
release days and in-school release days for teacher inservice. Avon, at thirty- 
eight hours, far exceeded the others, which averaged approximately fourteen 
hours a year. 
Brockton is the only district that does not reimburse teachers 
somewhat for courses taken for professional advancement. All three 
Brockton officials interviewed expressed concern regarding the inability to 
fund staff training within the last few fiscal years. As a result of staff 
reductions, a large number of younger and recently trained staff members are 
no longer employed. The superintendent pointed out that older staff need 
more support and training to deal with the student population of Brockton, 
and lack of funds make that support and training unavailable. The mayor of 
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Brockton stated that the school budget was extremely inadequate and that 
curriculum and professional development was a specific area not adequately 
funded. The business manager was concerned that lack of training for 
teachers in curriculum and sensitivity to the community's diverse 
population were two specific areas that were not appropriately funded. The 
superintendent indicated that layoffs that force staff to be moved into new 
positions is a problem. The Superintendent said, "Moving people disrupts 
the educational process." When people are moved from one position to 
another without training, students suffer. 
Salaries 
Table 4.8 illustrates the minimum, the step 5, step 9, and maximum 
salaries for certain professional education levels for teachers in the four 
communities. Step 5 salaries and Step 9 salaries are shown because they are 
indicators of teacher experience, for step 5: five years, for step 9: nine years. 
The salary schedules for the four communities include rows for 
various educational attainments and columns for steps or years of service. 
Avon has six rows. Bachelor's Degree through Master’s Degree plus 45 credit 
hours, and 12 columns, step 1 through 12. Brockton has eight rows. 
Bachelor's Degree through Doctorate, and 11 columns, step 1 through 11. 
Belmont has seven rows. Bachelor's Degree through Doctorate, and 14 
columns, step 1 through 14 (Bachelor's Degree and Bachelor’s Degree plus 
15 hours credit have only 13 steps). Sandwich has five rows. Bachelor's 
Degree through Master's Degree plus 30 credit hours, and 12 to 14 columns, 
step 1 through 14 (12 steps for Bachelor’s Degree and Bachelor's Degree plus 
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15 credit hours, 13 steps for Master's Degree and Master's Degree plus 15 credit 
hours, and 14 steps for Master's Degree plus 30 credit hours). 
Table 4.8 1991-2 Salary Comparison of Four Districts 
Brockton Avon Sandwich Belmont 
Bachelor's 
Minimum $21,950. $21,760. $22,681. $24,265. 
Master’s 
Minimum $23,050. $23,431. $23,930. $26,052. 
Master's Plus 
30 Minimum $23,805. $24,023. $25,184. $27,548. 
Maximum 
Salary, Step 1 $24,335. (Ph.D) $25,792. (M45) $25,184.(M30) $29,206.(Ph.D) 
Bachelor's 
Step 5 $26,980. $26,217. $28,140. $28,673. 
Master’s 
Step 5 $28,990. $27,893. $29,353. $30,889. 
Master's Plus 
30 Step 5 $30,060. $29,372. $30,566. $32,565. 
Maximum 
Step 5 $30,845. (Ph.D) $30,114.(M45) $30,566. (M30) $34,475. (Ph.D) 
Bachelor's 
Step 9 $31,935. $30,963. $33,595. $33,372. 
Master's 
Step 9 $34,710. $32,914. $34,773. $36,019. 
Master's Plus 
30 Step 9 $36,055. $34,659. $35,954. $37,885. 
Maximum 
Step 9 $37,330. (Ph.D) $35,333.(M45) $35,954. (M30) $40,043.(Ph.D) 
Bachelor’s 
Maximum $35,100.(llYr) $35,765.(12Yr) $37,777.(12Yr) $40,171.(13Yr) 
Master's 
Maximum $39,935.(llYr) $38,224.(12Yr) $40,267.(13Yr) $44,645. (14Yr) 
Master’s Plus 
30 Maximum $41,555.(1 lYr) $40,392.(12Yr) $42,791.(14Yr) $46,777.(14Yr) 
Maximum 
Salary $43,075. (HYr) $41,477.(12Yr) $42,791.(14Yr) $49,294.(14Yr) 
M30 = Master's Degree plus 30 credit hours 
M45 = Master's Degree plus 45 credit hours 
Ph.D = earned doctoral degree including Ph.D. or Ed.D. 
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The Brockton superintendent believed his salary schedule was 
competitive, but "the uncertainty of continued employment" hurt his ability 
to attract and retain capable teachers. He stated that moving people, as a 
result of seniority and bumping rights, to areas for which they are not 
prepared, "disrupts the educational process." Teacher layoffs and recalls have 
the same effect, because the "person you lay off isn't the person you rehire." 
In addition, because of a fiscal crisis, Brockton failed to pay its teachers on one 
pay day in September, 1990. It was only after emergency funds were received 
that teachers were paid. According to the stipulation of facts in McDuffy, the 
statewide average teacher salary in 1988-9 was $32,221 and the Brockton 
average was $37,145. In 1989-90, those figures were $34,505 statewide and 
$38,734 in Brockton. Those figures indicate that the statewide average salary 
is increasing faster than the Brockton average salary. 
Neither Avon or Sandwich provided any incentive for doctoral 
degrees. Sandwich did not provide any incentive beyond Master’s Degree 
plus 30 credit hours. Avon had a salary row for Master's Degree plus 45 credit 
hours. The Sandwich superintendent said that the Sandwich salary schedule 
was adequate and comparable to surrounding districts, and neither negatively 
nor positively affected his ability to hire and retain capable teachers. 
Salary comparisons demonstrate that Belmont pays its teachers better 
than the other three districts. Belmont has the highest salaries in 15 out of 
the 16 categories shown in Table 4.8. Sandwich exceeded Belmont for the 
Bachelor's Degree step 9. The Belmont superintendent said, "We are one of 
the top 10, 15, or 20 in the Commonwealth...it [Belmont] definitely is an 
attractive place to work because of that, and it positively affects who we get 
and who we keep." With four exceptions in the 16 categories shown, Avon 
generally pays its teachers less than the other three districts, although the 
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superintendent indicated that the salary schedule had no impact on his ability 
to hire or retain capable teachers because he could offer job security, excellent 
working conditions, and small class sizes. Brockton is the low paying district 
in these four categories. Master's Degree step 1, Master's Degree plus 30 credit 
hours step 1, maximum salary for step 1, and the Bachelor's Degree 
maximum. 
Class Sizes 
Brockton's class sizes have improved somewhat since the distribution 
of supplemental funding in the fall of 1992. However, they still greatly exceed 
the optimal 1:18 recommended by Ferguson. Brockton's elementary school 
class size averaged 27 compared to 20 for Avon, 21.4 for Belmont, and 22 for 
Sandwich. Sandwich has determined that class size is a priority, and has been 
somewhat able to preserve its class sizes through elimination of programs 
and reductions in services (as previously stated). 
Time on Task 
The length of the elementary school day in Brockton was 5.5 hours 
compared to 6 hours and 20 minutes in Avon, 6 hours in Belmont, and 6 
hours 10 minutes in Sandwich. The Sandwich superintendent commented 
that, during the 1991-2 school year, the school day had been reduced to 5.5 
hours due to elimination of programs from severe budget cuts that year. 
Sandwich spends the least amount of time at non-academic activities, and 
Brockton spends the least time with teachers of special subjects, such as 
music, art, and physical education. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to determine whether increased equity 
in per pupil expenditures has resulted from the Equal Educational 
Opportunity Grant Program established in 1985. The principal focus is on the 
question of whether the Chapter 188 Equal Educational Opportunity Grants 
have helped achieve horizontal equity and equal educational opportunity for 
Massachusetts students. Data from fiscal years 1987 and 1991 have been 
compared, and interviews with contrasting communities highlight some of 
the differences in availability of educational inputs between selected EEO and 
non-EEO communities. 
Horizontal Equity 
Statistical measures designed to analyze horizontal equity were 
computed for fiscal year 1987 and fiscal year 1991 for 131 K-12 vocational 
member school districts in Massachusetts. When comparing progress in 
equity over the four-year period since the inception of the Equal Educational 
Opportunity grant program, it becomes apparent that very little, if any, 
progress has been achieved toward increasing horizontal equity. Essentially, 
the EEO grants program, which was designed to improve equity, particularly 
for those communities spending less than the state average per pupil, has 
been unsuccessful in reaching its goal. 
In fact, the disparity in per pupil expenditures between low-spending 
and high-spending communities as measured by range, restricted range, 
mean, median, standard deviation, and coefficient of variation has increased 
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between fiscal 1987 and fiscal 1991. The only improvement demonstrated was 
in the federal range ratio, which decreased by approximately 7% over the time 
period studied. 
Some communities spending lower than the state average in 1987 
improved their status by moving closer to the state average. This is reflected 
by the McLoone index, which measures the movement in the lower half of 
the distribution. The improvement, however, was so slight as to be nearly 
negligible: 0.844 in 1987 to 0.847 in 1991, an increase of only .36%. The study 
determined that 25 (67.5%) of 37 EEO communities in the K-12 vocational 
member category moved closer to the state average. 
Addressing the question of whether there has been an increase in 
expenditure equity between communities spending below the state average in 
1987 but not eligible for EEO grants and those who received EEO grant money, 
the study determined that 67.5% of 37 EEO communities moved closer to the 
state average, while only 56% of non-EEO communities moved closer to the 
state average. It appears, therefore, that EEO communities did have more 
relative success in approaching the state average. 
Of the 130, single community K-12 vocational member districts in 
1987, thirty-seven (28.5%) were eligible for the EEO grants for fiscal year 1989 
(based on FY '87 data); of the 368 total operating districts in Massachusetts in 
fiscal year 1987,124 (33.7%) qualified for EEO grants for fiscal year 1989. 
Thirty-six (27.5%) of the 131 single community K-12 vocational member 
districts in Massachusetts in 1991 were eligible for the EEO grants, and 33.5% 
of the 361 total operating districts qualified for EEO grants for fiscal year 1993 
(based on fiscal year 1991 data). Essentially, there was no increase in the 
number of communities eligible for EEO grants from 1987 to 1991. 
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A recent study of school spending disparities, which compared the 
states using 1986-7 spending statistics, placed Massachusetts 42nd out of 48 
states in horizontal equity (Educational Testing Service, 1991). The average 
spending of the ten highest spending districts was divided by the average of 
the ten lowest spending districts for each of the 48 states and compared. 
Maryland, ranked 1 out of 48, had the ratio nearest to one to one. The ratio in 
Texas, the least equitable state using this data, was 2 and 3/4 to 1. The ratio for 
Massachusetts was just above 2 to 1. Using cost per weighted membership 
data for the 131 K-12 vocational member districts, this researcher calculated 
the ratio at 2.31 to 1 for 1986-7 and at 2.32 to 1 for 1990-1. This essentially 
represents no progress toward equity over the 4-year time span. 
Equal Educational Opportunity 
The question relating to whether there is a difference in the availability 
of educational resources between selected EEO grant communities and 
selected non-EEO grant communities was addressed through the interviews 
of officials from the selected communities. Superficially, demographic and 
statistical data did not differ greatly among the selected communities, 
although the per pupil assessed valuations favor the non-EEO communities 
and put a community like Brockton at a great disadvantage. 
Statistical analysis might indicate some minimal improvement in 
horizontal equity for the EEO communities over the 4-year period, however, 
during that time, the real status of many of these communities deteriorated 
severely. In an attempt to support basic curriculum and services, the EEO 
communities were forced to make drastic changes in programs to keep their 
systems as stable as possible. Brockton faced personnel cuts of 23% in one year 
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after massive and regular personnel reductions previously. Sandwich, with a 
growing student population, had a 12% total and a 15% teaching staff 
reduction in one year. Neither Avon nor Belmont, the non-EEO 
communities studied, has had to make any staff reductions, other than 
administrative reorganization. 
Certainly, the comments of the superintendents were most instructive. 
For example, when asked about reductions that districts have been required to 
make since 1988, the Belmont superintendent mentioned that not enough 
was allocated for library books. Class size, although still respectable, had 
increased. The Avon superintendent mentioned class size increases and 
shortages of some teaching materials, texts, and supplies. In contrast, the 
superintendents of the EEO communities (Brockton and Sandwich), had both 
been required to make significant personnel reductions. In Brockton, those 
cuts brought class sizes above forty. In Sandwich, elementary (K-8) art, music, 
physical education teachers, and librarians, as well as seventh and eighth 
grade reading, home economics, and industrial arts, were all eliminated in 
one year. With retaining reasonable class sizes as a priority, the district 
sacrificed programs, thus shortening the school day for kindergarten through 
grade eight students by forty minutes. The selected non-EEO grant 
communities did not suffer the personnel cuts that the selected EEO 
communities suffered, nor did they have the program reductions. 
Library and guidance support services available to students in the EEO 
communities of Sandwich and Brockton are not the equal of library and 
guidance services available to students in the non-EEO communities. 
Compared to both EEO communities, Avon has superior librarian-to-student 
ratios at all levels. Brockton students have the greatest numbers of students- 
per-librarian at all levels except grades seven and eight. Sandwich has the 
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worst ratio at the middle grade levels, and ranks third of the four districts at 
the high school level. Guidance services were relatively equal, however 
Brockton has the poorest counselor to student ratios and Sandwich does not 
provide guidance services in psychological counseling and drug and alcohol 
abuse prevention, services which are absolutely necessary when working 
with today's students. 
Looking at factors that contribute to effective student performance as 
delineated by Ferguson (1991) (e.g., teacher education and experience, class 
sizes, time spent on task), the district with the most experienced teachers 
(e.g., those with more than nine years experience) was Brockton, followed by 
Belmont, Avon, and Sandwich. The EEO communities do not differ greatly 
from the non-EEO communities in this regard. However, the comments of 
the Brockton superintendent "that years of training have gone to waste" 
because of layoffs and bumping, may indicate that measuring only years of 
experience does not fairly measure Brockton's situation. 
The EEO communities are at a distinct disadvantage when comparing 
average class size at the elementary level. Avon has the smallest classes 
followed by Belmont, Sandwich, and Brockton. While the Sandwich class 
sizes are fairly close to those of Avon and Brockton, it should be noted that 
during the year prior to these interviews, 1991-2, Sandwich chose to eliminate 
art, music, library, and physical education instruction rather than increase 
class sizes. During that same year, Brockton had average class sizes above 
thirty and some classes larger than forty. It eliminated elementary choral and 
instrumental music programs, junior high foreign language, athletic, and 
intramural programs, and the high school reading program; counseling and 
library services were cut back. 
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Finally, comparing time spent on instructional tasks reveals the length 
of the elementary school day is 6 hours and 20 minutes in Avon, 6 hours and 
10 minutes in Sandwich, 6 hours in Belmont, and 5 hours and 30 minutes in 
Brockton. When time spent on non-academic activities is subtracted, the 
order of the districts remains the same. Again, it should be emphasized that, 
during the year prior to these interviews, 1991-2, Sandwich had a 5 hour and 
30 minute school day. For the year 1991-2, the EEO communities of Brockton 
and Sandwich were at a disadvantage regarding the length of the school day. 
Policy Implications 
The fact that the Massachusetts EEO grant program appears to have 
been ineffective in increasing horizontal equity over the period since its 
implementation comes as no real surprise. The EEO grant program authors 
originally intended to increase the grants as needed in order to improve 
financial equity and educational opportunity for the poorer communities in 
the state. A variety of factors, such as rapid student growth or local budget 
reductions, may have compromised the program, but not the least of which 
was failure of the legislature and executive office to maintain monetary 
commitment during more recently difficult economic times. These factors 
combined to increase strain on municipal budgets, which the available EEO 
monies could not rectify. Despite lack of improvement toward equity, the 
quantitative analysis in this study revealed that the relative financial 
situation of the EEO communities did not generally deteriorate. However, 
real erosion in educational services has occurred in some EEO communities. 
The reactivation of the Webby suit (McDuffy) suggests that patience with the 
state's attempt to improve education is at an end. 
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Massachusetts needs to do a better job of clarifying its commitment to 
its children. Because there has been so little improvement in the fiscal 
condition of the poorer communities in the state, it is likely that 
Massachusetts still remains one of the lowest equity states in the country. 
One wonders whether the attempts to enact a comprehensive education 
reform package will be more successful in increasing equity if there isn't a 
firm commitment on the part of the governor and lawmakers to insist on 
education as a priority, regardless of the varying state of the economy. 
The Massachusetts Constitution states that it is the duty of the 
legislature "to cherish" education. When the legislature passed Chapter 70 in 
1948, it announced that the purpose of Chapter 70 was "to promote the 
equalization of educational opportunity in public schools... to reduce the 
reliance on the local property tax in financing public schools, and to promote 
the equalization of the cost of schools..." When Chapter 70 was amended by 
the Public School Improvement Act of 1985, the legislature stated that its 
purpose was "to ensure educational excellence and equity for all students... 
and to provide resources to equalize educational opportunity." Repeatedly, 
the state has failed in its expressed goals of achieving equity and equal 
educational opportunity. Regardless of the outcome in McDuffy, the state 
legislature should accept its obligation to ensure equity through equalizing 
educational opportunity. 
As the state is poised to enact a new education reform package, some 
basic philosophical issues must be addressed. Massachusetts continues to be a 
state that funds a major portion of the costs of education through the property 
tax, a tax that exacerbates inequities in funding education. As this study 
illustrates, the property valuation per pupil in Belmont is three times the 
property valuation per pupil in Brockton. Therefore, for far fewer 
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educational opportunities, the taxpayer in Brockton has to pay a greater 
percentage of his or her property value in taxes to support public schools. 
According to the latest annual statistical report of the National Education 
Association, Massachusetts generates 63.4% of the revenues for public K-12 
education at the local level (Nealon, 1993). Kozol (1991) described Savage 
Inequalities that existed in public school education in other states. This study 
implies that similar grave inequalities exist here. 
Complicating the issue of equity is the issue of school choice. The 
legislature must recognize, as this study indicates, that school choice as it now 
functions in Massachusetts has a "rob the poor to serve the rich effect". Some 
people in Massachusetts believe that democracy is best served by allowing 
individuals to choose education for their children without considering the 
underlying moral question of providing for all children in an adequate 
manner. The issue of school choice may be wrapped in the symbols of 
democracy, while a greater moral issue lies unresolved. In order for a choice 
program to be truly effective, parity must first be achieved, so that the choice 
becomes the more appropriate of two equals. Until such time as inequities 
are redressed, choice will continue to broaden the difference in educational 
opportunity between children from rich and poor communities. 
Recognizing that inequities exist, despite efforts made to decrease them, 
Massachusetts legislators need to ask the following questions as they consider 
education reform: What level of education should Massachusetts be 
obligated to provide for its children? Should Massachusetts continue to fund 
public education using the property tax when inequities persist? Shouldn't 
the legislature and the governor of this commonwealth establish a funding 
system that corrects these inequities? The legislature needs to enact sweeping 
financial reform. As the MBAE report suggests, it needs to adopt a proposal 
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sufficient to improve education as a whole and to provide equity for students 
in all districts. It needs to correct the problems that are created by over¬ 
reliance on the property tax. 
Regardless of whether the legislature chooses to approve funding 
that would provide a basic, or "foundation", program to those districts that 
are unable to achieve it on their own, or funding that would provide similar 
opportunities to all systems in the state, routine, yearly, evaluation of such 
school reform's success should be part of the reform legislation. If the 
legislature wants to improve equity by establishing a basic "foundation" and 
ensuring that all districts approach a median funding level based on that 
foundation, the legislature should adopt the McLoone index as one 
appropriate measure of success, using the 0.9 figure of Odden and Picus (1992) 
as a minimum standard. Or, as a second alternative, if the legislature wishes 
to establish across-the-board equity, where the resources available to the 
student in a wealthy community are also available to the student in a poorer 
one, a coefficient of variation of 0.1, the standard of Odden and Picus (1992), is 
appropriate. In addition to statistically measuring equity, however, more 
detailed examination of programs in individual communities will provide 
additional data to support judgements about the success of the reform. 
Although recognizing that the Massachusetts system of local control 
over education has its benefits, the property tax as a method of funding has 
outlived its usefulness. The state contribution to public education should 
increase through a revenue source that imposes a fair tax burden. This could 
be combined with a system of local control that would allow for community 
differences in approaches to providing education for children, while meeting 
statewide standards for excellence. 
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Suggestions for Future Studies 
1. This study should be replicated to compare FY'92 and FY’93 data 
with the FY '91 and FY '87 data developed here. Because both 
superintendents interviewed from EEO communities indicated that FY'92 
was a particularly difficult year for their schools, and that services to students 
were curtailed significantly that year, it is possible that comparing FY 92 data 
to FY '87 data might indicate an even more gloomy picture relative to 
horizontal equity in Massachusetts. 
2. A study should be conducted to determine the effect that lack of job 
security, layoffs, and recalls, has had on the effectiveness of teachers. Both the 
superintendents from Brockton and Avon had comments on this subject. 
The Brockton superintendent believed that frequent layoffs and recalls, 
necessary in Brockton because of unstable revenues, adversely affected teacher 
effectiveness. The Avon superintendent was convinced that job stability 
enabled the Avon district to recruit and retain capable teachers. 
3. If fiscal reform is enacted in Massachusetts, this study should be 
replicated to evaluate the effectiveness of the new funding formula. 
4. A more detailed qualitative study should be initiated to compare 
Ferguson’s determinants of student performance and the fiscal inequities in 
Massachusetts. It is likely that fiscal inequities are responsible for inadequate 
educations for some students. A series of state court decisions mentioned in 
this paper have ruled that public school finance laws in a number of states 
discriminated against the poor. A recent court decision in Alabama has 
determined that the public school system in that state violates the state 
constitution because the schools do not provide an adequate education 
(Felsenthal, 1993). 
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5. A detailed study of the impact of school choice in Massachusetts 
should be conducted with emphasis on how choice affects educational equity. 
APPENDIX A 
SAMPLE LETTERS 
Sample Request to Superintendent Letter 
Date: 
Name and Address of Participant 
Dear _: 
As part of my doctoral studies at the University of Massachusetts at 
Amherst, I am conducting a research project to examine the present method 
of funding education in Massachusetts' schools. Criticisms of this method of 
funding have provoked debate about issues of public school finance reform. 
There has been much discussion both about the amount spent on education 
and about the quantity and quality of services obtained for dollars spent. 
Funding education primarily through the property tax has resulted in wide 
disparities among communities in their financial support for education. 
Although there is general consensus that the Equal Educational Opportunity 
grants program, passed in 1985 and designed to equalize educational 
spending, has not worked, its effectiveness has not been accurately 
measured. The goal of my research is to gather and analyze data to determine 
what effect the Equal Educational Opportunity grants program has had on 
achieving an equitable distribution of resources to the public schools in 
Massachusetts. 
In addition to statistical analyses of single community K-12 vocational 
member districts throughout Massachusetts, I am conducting case studies of 
selected communities to assess the quantity and type of educational services 
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offered for the amount of money allocated. I am seeking your permission to 
conduct a case study of your school district. If you so agree, I would want to 
interview you, your chief school business official, and the city or town 
executive (manager). 
I would be requesting certain statistical data about your school district. 
Enclosed is a form, which I would appreciate if you or your designee could 
complete prior to the interview. In addition, I would be requesting a copy of 
your school end- of- the- year reports for Fiscal 1987 and Fiscal 1991, teacher 
salary schedules, K-12 regular day curriculum information (eg, high school 
program of studies), and a copy of your current school budget. If you agree to 
be interviewed, I assure you that your name will not be used in any written or 
oral report. 
Also enclosed is a copy of my interview questions. I will be calling you 
next week to confirm your willingness to participate in the study. If you are 
willing, I would like to arrange an appointment for a convenient time and 
place for the interview. Please note that you may withdraw from this 
research study at any time. 
Thank you for you assistance and cooperation. 
Sincerely yours. 
Robert G. James 
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Sample Request to City or Town Executive Letter 
Date: 
Name and Address of Participant 
Dear _: 
As part of my doctoral studies at the University of Massachusetts at 
Amherst, I am conducting a research project to examine the present method 
of funding education in Massachusetts' schools. Criticisms of this method of 
funding have provoked debate about issues of public school finance reform. 
There has been much discussion both about the amount spent on education 
and about the quantity and quality of services obtained for dollars spent. 
Funding education primarily through the property tax has resulted in wide 
disparities among communities in their financial support for education. 
Although there is general consensus that the Equal Educational Opportunity 
grants program, passed in 1985 and designed to equalize educational 
spending, has not worked, its effectiveness has not been accurately 
measured. The goal of my research is to gather and analyze data to determine 
what effect the Equal Educational Opportunity grants program has had on 
achieving an equitable distribution of resources to the public schools in 
Massachusetts. 
In addition to statistical analyses of single community K-12 vocational 
member districts in Massachusetts, I am conducting case studies of selected 
communities to assess the quantity and type of educational services offered 
for the amount of money allocated. I have selected your community as being 
representative for the information I want to obtain. 
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If you so agree, I would want to interview you about your total city or 
town revenues and expenditures and your school budget. Enclosed is a copy 
of the interview questions. If available, I would like to obtain a copy of your 
Town or City Report at the time of the interview. If you agree to be 
interviewed, I assure you that your name will not be used in any written or 
oral report. 
I will be calling you next week to confirm your willingness to 
participate in the study. If you are willing, I would like to arrange an 
appointment for a convenient time and place for the interview. Please note 
that you may withdraw from this research study at any time. 
Thank you for you assistance and cooperation. 
Sincerely yours. 
Robert G. James 
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Sample Request to Chief School Business Official Letter 
Date: 
Name and Address of Participant 
Dear _: 
As part of my doctoral studies at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, 
I am conducting a research project to examine the present method of funding 
education in Massachusetts' schools. Criticisms of this method of funding 
have provoked debate about issues of public school finance reform. There 
has been much discussion both about the amount spent on education and 
about the quantity and quality of services obtained for dollars spent. Funding 
education primarily through the property tax has resulted in wide disparities 
among communities in their financial support for education. Although 
there is general consensus that the Equal Educational Opportunity grants 
program, passed in 1985 and designed to equalize educational spending, has 
not worked, its effectiveness has not been accurately measured. The goal of 
my research is to gather and analyze data to determine what effect the Equal 
Educational Opportunity grants program has had on achieving an equitable 
distribution of resources to the public schools in Massachusetts. 
In addition to statistical analyses of single community K-12 voke 
member districts in Massachusetts, I am conducting case studies of selected 
communities to assess the quantity and type of educational services offered 
for the amount of money allocated. Your superintendent has given 
permission for me to conduct a case study of your school district. If you so 
agree, I would want to interview you as chief school business official. 
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Enclosed is a copy of the interview questions. If you agree to be interviewed, I 
assure you that your name will not be used in any written or oral report. 
I will be calling you next week to confirm your willingness to 
participate in the study. If you are willing, I would like to arrange an 
appointment for a convenient time and place for the interview. Please note 
that you may withdraw from this research study at any time. 
Thank you for you assistance and cooperation. 
Sincerely yours, 
Robert G. James 
APPENDIX B 
SAMPLE STATISTICAL FORM FOR SUPERINTENDENT INTERVIEW 
Teacher Experience 
Percentage of teachers with less than two years 
teaching experience 
Percentage of teachers having two to five years 
total teaching experience 
Percentage of teachers having five to nine years 
total teaching experience 
Percentage of teachers having more than nine 
years total teaching experience 
Class Sizes 
Average class size in elementary grades (regular 
day program) 
Grade range included in this average 
School Day 
Length of elementary school day 
Approximate time per day spent at lunch, recess, 
and other non-academic activities 
Time per day at elementary level spent with 
teachers of special subjects such as music, art, 
physical education, library 
Library Services 
Number of professional librarians 
Elementary 
Middle 
High School 
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Ratio of students to librarians 
Elementary 
Middle 
High School 
Foreign Language 
Offered prior to high school in what grades 
Languages offered at high school 
Number of years required 
Guidance Services 
Ratio of students to counselors at high school 
Specific guidance services offered (please check) 
College placement 
Psychological counseling 
Drug and Alcohol abuse prevention 
Other 
Teacher Professional Advancement 
Time devoted to teacher inservice training this 
year 
Money allocated for teacher inservice training 
physical education, library 
Incentives for ongoing teacher training 
Percentage of reimbursement for graduate 
courses 
What limits to number of courses reimbursed 
Release time for conferences 
Periodic updating of subject area required 
APPENDIX C 
INTERVIEW GUIDES 
Interview Guide - Superintendent of Schools 
Purpose of Interview: As described in my letter to you, I am conducting this 
interview as part of a doctoral research project. The purpose of the interview 
is to obtain information about the present method of funding education in 
Massachusetts and how that funding system affects your community. 
Confidentiality: I will not use your name in any report of the interviews. I 
am requesting your permission to record the interview to ensure an accurate 
account of the discussion. I do not plan to use the tape for any purpose other 
than verification of discussion, nor will the tape be available to anyone other 
than myself. 
Topics to be covered: The interview questions will focus on the education of 
students in your community and will include the method by which funds are 
allocated for that education, the source of those funds, curriculum and 
program offerings, and your perception of your students' access to educational 
opportunities. 
The following are specific questions I will ask you during the interview: 
To what extent do you believe that the funds allocated for the school budget 
are adequate to properly educate the students in your community? 
More than Adequate Adequate Inadequate Extremely Inadequate 
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If they are not adequate, what specific areas can you mention that are not 
adequately funded? 
If you have served your community since Proposition 2 and 1/2 went into 
effect, to what extent have you lost services for students that existed prior to 
Proposition 2 and 1/2? Please indicate what specific services have been lost. 
If you have served your community since 1988, to what extent have you lost 
services for students that existed prior to the current recession? Please 
indicate what specific services have been lost. 
Who in your community decides on the bottom line budget allocation for the 
schools? Please describe your school budget process. 
Please delineate your school budget priorities when dealing with limited or 
reduced funding. 
To what extent are your textbooks current? 
How would you describe your school facilities? 
Up to date & well maintained 
In need of capital improvement, but well maintained 
In need of capital improvement and annual maintenance 
If you are an Equal Educational Opportunity (EEO) grant community, to what 
extent has grant money improved the instruction to students in your 
district? 
Greatly Some Little Not at All 
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Please describe how you allocate your EEO grant money. 
To what extent do you believe the EEO grants have equalized educational 
opportunities for students in Massachusetts? 
Greatly Some Little Not at All 
When hiring new teachers, is teacher experience a significant factor in hiring 
and, if so, do you tend to hire teachers with more years of teaching experience, 
even if more costly? 
When hiring and evaluating professional staff, is any consideration given to 
teacher language skills (written/ verbal expression)? What is assessed? How 
is it assessed? 
Do you believe your salary schedule has positively or negatively affected your 
ability to hire or retain capable teachers? 
Do you have a plan for regular communication with parents and other 
members of your community about the needs of your district? 
Can you please describe your educational and professional background. 
How long have you worked in your present position? 
How long have you been employed by the community and in what positions? 
Please feel free to bring up any other related topics. 
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Interview Guide - School Business Administrator 
Purpose of Interview: As described in my letter to you, this interview is being 
conducted as part of a doctoral research project. The purpose of the interview 
is to obtain information about the present method of funding education in 
Massachusetts and how that funding system affects your community. 
Confidentiality: I will not use your name in any report of the interviews. I 
am requesting your permission to record the interview to ensure an accurate 
account of the discussion. I do not plan to use the tape for any purpose other 
than verification of discussion, nor will the tape be available to anyone other 
than myself. 
Topics to be covered: The interview questions will focus on the education of 
students in your community and will include the method by which funds are 
allocated for that education, the source of those funds, curriculum and 
program offerings, and your perception of your students’ access to educational 
opportunities. 
The following are specific questions you will be asked during the interview: 
To what extent do you believe that the funds allocated for the school budget 
are adequate to properly educate the students in your community? 
More Than Adequate Adequate Inadequate Extremely Inadequate 
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If they are not adequate, what specific areas can you mention that are not 
adequately funded? 
What do you estimate is the school budget’s percentage of the total operating 
budget in your community? 
What do you estimate in a dollar amount is the school budget's portion of 
your total tax rate? 
Are town or city departments including the school department competing for 
limited funds raised by the property tax? 
If so, to what extent do you believe that competition to help or harm the 
quality of educational services provided to students? 
Very Helpful Helpful Harmful Very Harmful 
Who in your community decides on the bottom line budget allocation for the 
schools? 
Please describe your school budget process. 
Please describe your school budget priorities when dealing with limited or 
reduced funding and how these priorities are determined. 
If you are an Equal Educational Opportunity (EEO) grant community, to what 
extent has grant money improved the instruction to students in your district? 
Greatly Some Little Not at All 
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Please describe how you allocate your EEO grant money. 
When hiring new teachers, is teacher experience a significant factor in hiring, 
and, if so, do you tend to hire teachers with more years of teaching experience, 
even if more costly? 
How would you describe your school facilities? Choose one. 
Up to date and well maintained 
In need of capital improvement, but well maintained 
In need of capital improvement and annual maintenance 
Do you have a five-year capital plan for maintenance and repair of facilities as 
well as for replacement of outdated equipment? Have you been able to 
adhere closely to your plan? 
Can you please describe your educational and professional background. 
How long have you worked in your present position? 
How long have you been employed by the community and in what positions? 
Please feel free to bring up any other related topics. 
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Interview Guide - Town or City Administrator 
Purpose of Interview: As described in my letter to you, this interview is being 
conducted as part of a doctoral research project. The purpose of the interview 
is to obtain information about the present method of funding education in 
Massachusetts and how that funding system affects your community. 
Confidentiality: I will not use your name in any report of the interviews. I 
am requesting your permission to record the interview to ensure an accurate 
account of the discussion. I do not plan to use the tape for any purpose other 
than verification of discussion, nor will the tape be available to anyone other 
than myself. 
Topics to be covered: The interview questions will focus on the education of 
students in your community and will include the method by which funds are 
allocated for that education, the source of those funds, curriculum and 
program offerings, and your perception of your students' access to educational 
opportunities. 
The following are specific questions you will be asked during the interview: 
To what extent do you believe that the funds allocated to the school budget 
are adequate to properly educate the students in your community? 
More than adequate Adequate Inadequate Extremely Inadequate 
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If they are not adequate, what specific areas can you mention that are not 
adequately funded? 
What do you estimate is the school budget's percentage of the total operating 
budget in your community? 
What do you estimate in a dollar amount is the school budget's portion of 
your total tax rate? 
Are town or city departments including the school department competing for 
limited funds raised by the property tax? 
If so, to what extent do you believe that competition to help or harm the 
quality of educational services provided to students? 
Very Helpful Helpful Harmful Very Harmful 
Who in your community decides on the bottom line budget allocation for the 
schools? 
Please describe your budget process as it relates to the formulation of the 
school budget. 
Please describe your budget priorities when dealing with limited or reduced 
funding. 
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If you have served your community since Proposition 2 and 1/2 went into 
effect, to what extent has your community lost services that existed prior to 
that time? Please indicate what specific services have been lost. 
If you have served your community since 1988, to what extent have you lost 
services that existed prior to the current recession? Please indicate what 
specific services have been lost. 
If you are an Equal Educational Opportunity (EEO) grant community, to what 
extent do you believe grant money has improved the instruction to students 
in your district? 
Greatly Some Little None 
To what extent do you believe the EEO grants have equalized educational 
opportunities for students in Massachusetts? 
Greatly Some Little None 
How would you describe your school facilities? Choose one. 
Up to date and well maintained 
In need of capital improvement, but well maintained 
In need of capital improvement and annual maintenance 
Do you have a five-year capital plan for maintenance and repair of facilities as 
well as for replacement of outdated equipment? Have you been able to 
adhere closely to your plan? 
139 
Can you please describe your educational and professional background. 
How long have you worked in your present position? 
How long have you been employed by the community and in what positions? 
Please feel free to bring up any other related topics. 
APPENDIX D 
INFORMED CONSENT - RESEARCH PARTICIPATION 
Name of Researcher. Robert G. James 
Title of Project: The Massachusetts Equal Educational Opportunity Grants: 
Have They Contributed to Equity in Funding? 
Purpose of the Project: To determine whether or not the Equal Educational 
Opportunity Grants, initiated in 1986, have increased the level of funding 
equity in Massachusetts school districts. The study will compare EEO grant 
communities and non-EEO grant communities, looking at disparities in per 
pupil expenditure, program offerings, and other factors determined to assess 
equity and equal educational opportunity for students. 
Dissemination of Results: Results of this study will be reported in a 
dissertation, which will be submitted to the University of Massachusetts, 
Amherst, and become available for access by others. Shoud the results be 
particularly significant for the ongoing educational reform debate, the 
dissertation might be submitted for possible publication. A summary of the 
results will be sent to each participating school district. 
Confidentiality: Confidentiality will be maintained and individuals' names 
will not be used. If permission is given to tape record the interview, this tape 
will be used by the researcher only and destroyed when the dissertation is 
complete. 
Risks for Participants: There is minimal individual risk associated with 
participating in this research project, as it's major objective is a descriptive 
analysis of school districts. Individual school districts will be identified in 
the description portion of the study. Because of this, identification of 
individuals might be possible by any who read the study and are familiar with 
the school districts described. 
Having read the above information, including any risks involved, I agree to 
participate in this research study. I understand that I am free to participate or 
not without prejudice, and that I may withdraw from all or part of the study 
at any time. 
Signature Date 
Signature of Researcher Date 
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